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ABSTRACT 
 
 
BARRIERS TO PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT 
 
IN THE SENECA VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
By 
 
Jeffrey A. Fuller 
 
December 2008 
 
 
 
Dissertation Supervised by Dr. Jean R. Higgins 
 The involvement of parents in the educational programs of their children has been 
shown to have a significant impact on both student achievement and the family. While 
both educators and parents are accountable for the development of the partnership 
between the home and the school, teachers and school administrators have the greatest 
responsibility for opening the lines of communication and making schools and 
classrooms welcoming. By identifying and overcoming those factors that parents 
perceive to be barriers to their involvement in their child’s educational program, 
educators will have a significant positive impact on the future success of the children in 
their schools.  
This study utilized a mixed-method approach to develop an understanding of 
parents’ perceptions of parental involvement at the elementary schools in a large, 
suburban school district.  Utilizing a pre-developed survey instrument, followed by focus 
v 
group discussions, the researcher was able to identify the school- and home-based 
barriers as perceived by both parents and teachers. These results were also compared to 
identify commonalities and differences in perception. Recommendations were then made 
for professional development in areas related to home-school communication and further 
follow-up by the involved school district. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
 Public schools around the United States have come under increasing pressure to 
improve student performance, especially in recent years. This pressure has come in the 
form of accountability methods associated with student performance on high stakes 
standardized assessments and attendance data. In Pennsylvania, schools have 
administered some form of state sponsored standardized test since the early 1970’s. 
However, in the last few years with the implementation of the No Child Left Behind act 
[NCLB] on the federal level (U.S. Department of Education, 2002), and Chapter 4 
regulations on the state level (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 1998), testing, 
through the use of high stakes assessments, has come to the forefront. These high stakes 
assessments have quickly become a source of both great pride and great pain for local 
schools and districts across the country as they struggle to find ways to increase student 
achievement. 
 Research has shown that students with parents and families who are involved in 
their education tend to achieve higher test scores, pass their courses, graduate, move on to 
higher levels of education, and demonstrate better attendance, social skills, and behavior, 
(Wherry, 2004). In this new age of accountability, the involvement of a parent in a child’s 
education is vitally important to the success of that student in meeting the stringent 
demands of the formal curriculum. Also, it is important because of the accountability 
being brought upon schools as a result of NCLB and Chapter 4 (Drummond & Stipek, 
2004). Very few people will argue that there is little value to be found in the involvement 
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of parents in our schools. In fact, educators know there is great value to be gained 
through the development of programs and opportunities which encourage and support 
parental involvement in a child’s educational program. These programs can take many 
forms, either formal or informal, organized or not. The design matters little; the 
involvement matters greatly.  
The most important factor for improving student achievement is to develop and 
“promote shared responsibility between families and educators” (Christenson, Godber, & 
Anderson, 2005). The most important goal of the connections formed from this shared 
responsibility is to develop a “culture of success – one that enhances learning experiences 
and competencies across home and school and underscores that partnership means shared 
goals, contributions, and accountability” (Christenson, Godber, & Anderson, 2005). It is 
the interactions which result from the partnership formed between the home and the 
school that lead to increased student achievement. 
Although there are many different interpretations of what parental involvement 
includes, for the purpose of this study, the definition put forth by the Academic 
Development Institute [ADI] will be adopted. ADI broadly defines parental involvement 
to include “parents involvement with their own children, involvement with parents of 
other children, and involvement with their own children’s schools” (2002). 
 The accountability which is being placed on public education and educators 
makes the necessity of involving parents and families in a child’s education even more 
important. However, barriers impede this involvement. These barriers can be either 
school-based or home-based. This study will seek to identify the school-based barriers to 
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parental involvement as they are perceived by parents and suggest topics for staff 
development which may help a school to overcome those perceived barriers. 
 
Historical Background 
 In 1999, Title 22 of the Pennsylvania Code, the law governing education in the 
state of Pennsylvania, underwent a significant revision through the deletion of three 
chapters and the inclusion of a new chapter in their place. The new chapter, Chapter 4, 
defined the purpose of public education and, among other things, established statewide 
academic standards and required the assessment of student achievement toward those 
standards (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 1998). One of the main effects of this 
change was the establishment of the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment [PSSA] 
as Pennsylvania’s high stakes assessment. 
 In its latest revisions to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 the 
Federal government passed The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. The NCLB Act 
established provisions which significantly increased the accountability for public schools 
to support student achievement (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). The Act requires 
states to establish challenging standards and annual evaluations of student achievement. It 
is expected that all students will achieve the proficient level on these annual assessments 
within a 12-year period. If a school fails to achieve adequate yearly progress, as 
determined by the state’s Department of Education, they will become “subject to 
improvement, corrective action, and restructuring measures aimed at getting them back 
on course to meet State standards” (U.S. Department of Education, 2002).   
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Parental Involvement 
 Educators and researchers have studied the topic of parental involvement in many 
forms over the years. Some have studied the impact parental involvement has on student 
achievement. Others have examined various types of parental involvement, and still more 
have looked at the efficacy of particular models of parental involvement. In their paper 
presented at the 56th Annual Meeting of the National Council of Professors of 
Educational Administration, Lunenburg and Irby identify, in the first paragraph alone, 20 
writings by a combined 34 authors which support the importance of parental involvement 
as “a critical factor in the academic success of students” (2002). 
 In their book, A New Wave of Evidence: The Impact of School, Family, and 
Community Connections on Student Achievement, Henderson and Mapp presented a 
synthesis of 51 studies taken from a pool of over 200 studies that examined different 
aspects of parental involvement since 1993. This large group of studies examined three 
main components of parental involvement and concluded that “when schools build 
partnerships with families that respond to their concerns and honor their contributions, 
they are successful in sustaining connections that are aimed at improving student 
achievement” (2002). 
 
Seneca Valley School District 
 This study will be conducted with input from the parents and professional staff of 
the Seneca Valley School District. The Seneca Valley School District is located in the 
southwest corner of Butler County. After a series of mergers between the Zelienople 
School District, the Evans City School District, and the Cranberry Township School 
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District, the school district changed its name from the Southwest Butler County School 
District to Seneca Valley School District [SVSD] in 1987. As a public school district 
which serves a community of approximately 7,500 students, it is governed by the 
regulations put into place through both Chapter 4 of Title 22 at the state level, and the 
NCLB Act at the federal level. 
 The SVSD operates nine school buildings, including four schools serving 
kindergarten through fourth grade students, two elementary-middle schools serving fifth 
and sixth grade students, one seventh and eighth grade middle school, an intermediate 
high school serving ninth and tenth grade students, and a senior high school serving 
eleventh and twelfth grade students. The district covers approximately 100 square miles 
and includes Cranberry, Forward, Jackson, and Lancaster townships and Callery, Evans 
City, Harmony, Seven Fields and Zelienople boroughs. These municipalities offer a mix 
of rural, suburban, and small town communities and a broad range of socio-economic 
strata. 
 Connoquenessing Valley Elementary School [CVE] is located in the small town 
of Zelienople. CVE serves the boroughs of Zelienople and Harmony, as well as the 
surrounding rural communities of Jackson and Lancaster townships. CVE offers 
educational programming for approximately 791 students in kindergarten through fourth 
grade, approximately 10.5 % of whom participate in the free or reduced price lunch 
program. 
 The district’s oldest school building houses Evans City Elementary and Evans 
City Middle School. This school serves approximately 595 students in kindergarten 
through fourth grade, and 499 students in the fifth and sixth grades, with a combined  
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14.5 % participation in the free and reduced lunch program. The Evans City schools serve 
the small town of Evans City and the surrounding rural area of Forward Township. 
 Almost 65 percent of the SVSD population resides in Cranberry Township, which 
has been recognized as the second-fastest growing municipality in the state of 
Pennsylvania, second only to the city of Philadelphia (SVSD, 2004). Two elementary 
schools, Rowan Elementary School and Haine Elementary School, and one elementary-
middle school, Haine Middle School, serve the Cranberry Township community. Prior to 
the 2006-2007 school year, the District implemented a plan to redistrict approximately 
180 students from the Rowan Elementary attendance zone to the Haine Elementary 
attendance zone. This plan was necessary due to excessive overcrowding at Rowan 
Elementary School. 
 Haine Elementary School serves approximately 822 students in kindergarten 
through fourth grade. Attached to the Haine Elementary School building is Haine Middle 
School, an elementary-middle school which serves approximately 634 fifth and sixth 
grade students who attended Haine and Rowan elementary schools. The Haine 
Elementary and Middle schools building has a combined 10.0 % low income students 
who are eligible for free or reduced lunches. 
 Rowan Elementary School was originally established by the Southwest Butler 
County School District as Cranberry Elementary School in 1951. Rowan serves 
approximately 737 students in kindergarten through fourth grade, 3.4 % of whom 
participate in the free and reduced lunch program. 
 
Societal Barriers 
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 It must be acknowledged from the beginning that there are certain barriers schools 
must erect to provide for the safety and welfare of its students and staff effectively. Many 
schools have policies in place that require all school visitors to register with the office 
when they enter a school building (SVSD Policy Manual, 2005). Others limit the number 
of parents who may participate in classroom parties and activities (SVSD, 2005). While 
these policies and procedures are understood and accepted by most parents, some parents 
may identify them as barriers. 
 There are also significant societal barriers established by the changing family and 
population characteristics. The Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics 
(2005) publishes a biennial report, “America’s Children: Key National Indicators of 
Well-Being”, which provides information on the condition of children in America. This 
report offers a very detailed picture of the factors that impact a child’s well-being. For 
example,  
• only 89% of children had health insurance coverage at some point during the year 
2003; 
• the proportion of children ages 6-18 who are overweight increased from 6% to 
16% overall, with Black-alone, non-Hispanic girls (23%) and Mexican American 
boys (27%) at very high risk of being overweight; 
• the rate of regular smoking and drinking in middle- and high school students 
remained stable between 2003 and 2004; 
• approximately 13% of all children had been diagnosed with asthma in 2003, while 
5% of children ages 4 – 17 were reported by a parent to have some type of 
8 
difficulty with their emotions, attention, behavior, or being able to get along with 
others; 
• 97% of children who lived with their married, biological parents were enrolled in 
school, compared with 94% who lived with a single parent and 80% of children 
who lived with neither parent; 
• in those same groups, 86% of children who lived with their married, biological 
parents were reported to be in good health, while only 76% of those who lived 
with a single parent and 67% who lived with neither parent were reported to be in 
good health. 
While this list presents only a small sampling of the information available, it shows some 
of the significant barriers which educators and parent face in trying to establish 
partnerships and work to improve student achievement. It is only by working in 
partnership that parents and educators will be able to support each other and the children 
with whom they work to begin to overcome these barriers. 
 
Study Purpose and Research Questions 
 The purpose of this study is to examine parental involvement in order to 
determine what parents believe to be the strengths and weaknesses of the parent 
involvement efforts of the Seneca Valley School District. The researcher will then seek to 
discover those areas identified by parents as barriers to their involvement which result 
from actions, policies, comments, and decisions made at school. This will enable the 
school, working with parents, to develop and implement a more welcoming, supportive 
climate to encourage parental involvement and support higher student achievement.  
 This study will address both descriptive and inferential research questions. 
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Descriptive Questions: 
1. What do parents and teachers perceive to be the strengths of parent  
involvement programs in elementary and elementary-middle schools? 
2. What do parents and teachers perceive to be the weaknesses of parent 
involvement programs in elementary and elementary-middle schools? 
3. What do parents perceive to be barriers to their involvement in their child’s 
educational program in elementary and elementary-middle schools? 
 
Inferential Questions: 
4. What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement 
strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of parents from different 
grade levels and schools in the elementary (k-4) schools? 
5. What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement 
strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of parents from different 
grade levels and schools in the elementary-middle (5-6) schools? 
6. What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement 
strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of teachers from different 
schools in the elementary (k-4) schools? 
7. What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement 
strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of teachers from different 
schools in the elementary-middle (5-6) schools? 
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8. What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement 
among and between groups of parents based on age, socio-economic status, 
and education level? 
 
Theoretical Framework 
 Educators and parents alike must embrace the concept of parental involvement. It 
is essential that schools actively work with parents and community members to increase 
their involvement in the education of their children. It is through these activities that 
parents and schools will have a significant impact on student achievement. It is well 
documented that parental involvement is significantly correlated to student achievement, 
attitude toward school work, self-esteem, and participation in classroom activities 
(Henderson & Mapp, 2002). 
 Although there is very little that schools can do to control the behaviors and 
experiences of students once they exit the school doors each afternoon, this researcher 
believes that educators can control many of the factors leading to student success within 
schools each day. One of those factors is parental involvement. This researcher also 
believes there are actions taken, policies enacted, comments made, and decisions reached 
which parents see as barriers to their involvement in their child’s education. If public 
educators hope to correct those perceptions, make schools more welcoming, and support 
higher levels of parental involvement with the goal of making students more successful, 
they must first identify and acknowledge those shortcomings.  
 After identifying those areas which parents perceive to be barriers to their 
involvement in their child’s educational program the school can develop an action plan to 
correct them. This plan would include professional education activities focusing on the 
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development of two-way communication methods between the home and school, 
supporting parental involvement, and other areas determined by the study. The plan 
would also include activities to bring parents and teachers together for discussion, 
education, and social interactions aimed at strengthening the relationships between 
teacher and parent. 
 
Study Significance/Need 
 Although there is a great deal of support among educators for the importance of 
parental involvement in a child’s educational program, there is very little research-based 
evidence to show a link between parent involvement programs and student achievement 
(Mattingly, Radmila, McKenzie, Rodriguez, & Kazar, 2002). Because of this lack of 
research basis, parent involvement often is not identified as one of the main functions of 
education. Therefore, there is very little evidence of the effects of replicable interventions 
in the area of home-school relationships. As a result, resources which provide personnel, 
programs, and evaluation are often the first items to be stripped from funding sources 
such as school, district, or state Department of Education budgets (Redding, 2005). As 
Redding states: 
If the research base for effective teaching practices in mathematics is weak, 
resources for program design and evaluation will be channeled in that direction. 
But “parent involvement” is not seen as a core purpose of schooling. Rather than 
applying the new standards of evidence to more focused program design and 
greater commitment of resources, parental involvement is likely to be cast aside 
(2005). 
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The information developed as a result of this study will be of great importance to 
public educators. Having identified specific barriers to parental involvement in the 
school, educators could take specific actions to remove those barriers, thus enabling more 
parents to become better involved in their child’s education. 
 If educators are able to improve the level of parental involvement in school, they 
will be able to have a positive impact on student achievement. It is important that 
educators be proactive in the development of programs that involve parents and 
community members and are focused on improving student achievement. By doing this, 
students will be provided an important asset for improving their academic success. 
 While mayor of New York City, Rudy Giuliani had a sign on his desk reading, 
“I’m Responsible” (Giuliani, 2002). In this age of accountability, educators are 
responsible for the success of the students entrusted to them by parents each day. Imagine 
what could be done for children and communities if everyone involved in public 
education held “I’m Responsible” as his or her personal philosophy and challenge for 
accountability. Indeed, there would be no child left behind. 
 
Definition of Terms 
Parent – a child’s primary caregiver 
Parental Involvement – a parent’s involvement with their own children, involvement with 
parents of other children, and involvement with their own children’s schools (e.g., 
attendance at school meetings, classroom volunteerism, reading with child, visiting 
library/museum, talking with child, teacher, or other parent in child’s class, etc.) 
13 
 
 
 
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
 In 2001, the National Educational Research Policy and Priorities Board 
[NERPPB] published a white paper entitled, A Blueprint for Progress in American 
Education, which reported the results of “five years of analysis and ongoing discussion 
with parents, teachers, administrators, and researchers” (p. 2). The general conclusion of 
this analysis is that “until the nation’s educational research base improves, American 
students will never learn as much as they might” (p. 2). They suggest that schools need to 
prepare students to become lifelong learners by becoming “true learning organizations” 
(p. 3) themselves. In order to meet this need, the NERPPB suggests that schools and 
communities will need to be places where all children come to school prepared to learn, 
are not differentiated by their race or wealth, and where the schools are ranked among the 
best in the world (p. 3).  
 The NERPPB also suggest that educational professionals need to begin to see 
themselves as part of a learning community which involves parents and communities in 
meaningful ways (pp. 3-4). It is around this last suggestion of the NERPPB that this 
project hopes to inform professional educators through the development of suggested 
professional development topics which will give teachers and principals necessary tools 
to provide parents with meaningful paths to being involved in their children’s educational 
program. 
 Why is parental involvement so important? According to Reynolds and Clements 
(2005), “parental involvement is widely regarded as a fundamental contributor to 
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children’s school success. … psychological theory and conventional wisdom have always 
regarded the family as essential in shaping children’s development” (p. 109). There are 
three main reasons why there is such a focus on parental involvement. First is the amount 
of time children spend with their families. Young children spend about three-quarters of 
their time at home during the important early years of their lives. If educators can affect 
even a small influence on a parent’s interactions with his or her children to improve the 
focus on school work, the long-term impact on that child’s achievement could be 
significant. Reynolds and Clements suggest that a second reason that parental 
involvement is important is because it is able to be influenced by educators. This is 
because teachers and parents have a common interest in meeting the needs of children 
and there are a wide variety of opportunities for parents and teachers to interact. A third 
reason parental involvement is important is that the act of being involved in their child’s 
educational program fosters a positive climate and provides important supports for the 
child, the parent, and the school which are integral to learning (Reynolds & Clements, 
2005, p. 110). 
 
Benefits of Parental Involvement 
 Sanders and Epstein conducted a study which sought to develop an understanding 
of why some schools on the secondary level are able to encourage the involvement of 
parents in their schools long after the drop off of involvement occurs which is typically 
seen after the elementary years. Their 1998 study, “School-Family-Community 
Partnerships in Middle and High Schools: From Theory to Practice,” found “schools are 
social institutions that are responsible for the formal education of children and youth. 
However, schools that carry out this responsibility most effectively understand 
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themselves and their students as part of a larger social system that includes families.” 
According to Sanders and Epstein, by establishing relationships with families and 
communities, schools can “… create safer school environments, strengthen parenting 
skills, … improve academic skills, and achieve other desired goals that benefit students 
of all ages and grade levels” (1998, p. 1). The respondents in this study report the belief 
that strong relationships between the school, community, and families are “essential for 
students’ personal and educational success” (p. 33). 
 
Student Achievement 
 In their book A New Wave of Evidence: The Impact of School, Family, and 
Community Connections on Student Achievement, Henderson and Mapp (2002) present a 
synthesis of 51 studies that examined three main components of parental involvement. 
These studies looked at the impact of family and community involvement on student 
achievement, effective strategies for connecting schools and families, and how the 
organized efforts of parents and community members can improve schools. These studies 
all support the idea that parental involvement in a child’s education can have a positive 
impact on the child’s academic achievement (p. 24).  
 In developing their synthesis, Henderson and Mapp (2002) reached one main 
conclusion with which all 51 of the studies agreed. They stated: 
Taken as a whole, these studies found a positive and convincing relationship 
between family involvement and benefits for students, including improved 
academic achievement. This relationship holds across families of all economic, 
racial/ethnic, and educational backgrounds and for students of all ages (p. 24). 
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 This thought is echoed by Plevyak (2003) and Winnail et al. (2000), who report 
that parental involvement provides benefits to both the child and the parent. The benefits 
to the child include higher levels of achievement (Henderson & Mapp, 2002, p.7; 
Plevyak, 2003, p. 37; Winnail et al., 2000. p. 193), better school attendance (Epstein & 
Sheldon, 2002), improved behavior and social skills, and a greater likelihood of 
continuing his education beyond high school (Henderson & Mapp, 2002, p. 7; Winnail et 
al., 2000, p. 193).  Arguea & Conroy (2003, p. 133) found that membership and 
involvement in a parent/teacher organization was linked to improved student achievement 
on a fifth grade mathematics assessment and may have even been a factor in reducing the 
effect of poverty on a student’s achievement. 
 
The Family 
 Parents who are involved in their child’s education also see benefits. These can 
include improved parent-child communication (Winnail et al., 2000, p. 193), as well as a 
“greater appreciation of their parental role, greater sense of adequacy and self-worth, 
strengthened social networks, and motivation to resume their own education” (Plevyak, 
2003, p. 35). 
 In the article “Parent Involvement in Education: Who Decides?” Plevyak (2003) 
discusses the roles parents, students, school personnel, and community members and 
government officials play in the support and encouragement of parental involvement. She 
also makes suggestions as to how each of those groups could better support parental 
involvement programs. Plevyak states, “the hardest part of parental involvement is 
opening the communication lines between parents and their child’s schools” (2003, p. 
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37). Teachers and school administrators have the greatest responsibility when it comes to 
opening the lines of communication with the parents (Plevyak, 2003, p. 33). 
 In her article “Increasing Parent Involvement in School,” Davies (n.d.) writes of 
parental involvement: 
Since parent involvement relates positively to student achievement, parents are 
encouraged to participate in their children’s education in a variety of ways both at 
home and in school. At home they are asked to read with their child, provide a 
quiet place for homework, supervise assignments, monitor television and internet 
use, and promote school attendance. Schools request that parents attend teacher 
conferences, “open houses” as well as academic, art, drama, and athletic events. 
Parents are invited to volunteer in classrooms, serve on advisory committees, and 
support fund raising for special projects. Yet, many parents do not participate    
(p. 1). 
 
Strategies 
 In general terms, there are two core types of parental involvement: “at home” and 
“at school” (Henderson & Mapp, 2002). However, this relatively simplistic model needs 
to be expanded to include some type of interaction between the home and the school. 
Therefore, it would be appropriate to include “two-way communication” as a third core 
type of involvement (Patrikakou, Weissberg, Redding, & Walberg, 2005, p. 8). It is this 
communication, then, that helps to give structure and guidance to the “at home” and “at 
school” types of interactions and involvement. 
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 Henderson and Mapp found that regardless of their background, “all families can, 
and often do, have a positive influence on their children’s learning” (2002, p. 34). This 
has been borne out in the researcher’s own experience. Having worked in schools in 
urban, suburban, and rural school districts, this researcher has found that almost all 
families are keenly interested in their children’s education. Most of the families this 
researcher has worked with in each of these settings sincerely wanted to be involved with 
their children’s education, both in school and at home, to help them be successful. 
Unfortunately, some were unable to circumvent the barriers they faced. 
 It is vital that professional educators be proactive in the development of programs 
which involve parents and community members and which are focused on improving 
student achievement. One finding discussed in “A New Wave of Evidence: The Impact of 
School, Family, and Community Connections on Student Achievement” (Henderson & 
Mapp, 2002) is that “programs and interventions that engage families in supporting their 
children’s learning at home are linked to higher student achievement” (p. 25). These 
activities should be “designed to engage families and students in developing specific 
knowledge and skills” (p. 38).  
 Lunenberg and Irby (2002) present a review of eight models of parent 
involvement in their paper entitled, “Parent Involvement: A Key to Student 
Achievement.” The models identified were Gordon’s Systems Approach, the Systems 
Development Coorportation (SDC) study, Berger’s Role Categories, Chavkin and 
Williams’ Parent Involvement Roles, Honig’s Early Childhood Education Model, Jones’ 
Levels of Parent Involvement, Epstein’s Typologies, and the language minority parents 
involvement approach. These models “can be used by school personnel as a framework 
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for developing, evaluating, and redesigning parent involvement programs in schools”    
(p. 2). 
 Epstein’s Typologies gives structure to the three core types of involvement 
mentioned earlier and expands “at home”, “at school”, and “two-way communication” 
into six types of involvement and provides specific ways that parents might be involved 
within each of the six types. The six types of involvement presented by Epstein and her 
colleagues (Epstein, et al., 2002, p. 14) are Parenting, Communicating, Volunteering, 
Learning at Home, Decision Making, and Collaborating with the Community. Parenting 
includes all of the basic obligations of the family. Communication would include two-
way communication between the parent and the school. Volunteering includes the 
activities traditionally identified as parental involvement. Learning at home includes 
helping with homework, visiting museums, and other similar activities. Decision making 
activities include an active participation in the decision making process at the school. 
Collaborating with the community involves the identification of available community 
resources to assist parents and schools in meeting the needs of the children. By working 
together in each of these six areas, parents and schools are able to come together in a 
partnership that should meet the needs of children and support their academic success.  
 In the book Parental Involvement and the Political Principal, Sarason (1995) says 
that if any significant school reform effort, including parental involvement, is to make a 
difference for student achievement, methods of school governance will have to 
completely change. This will enable schools to recognize the school based barriers and 
take the necessary action to correct them. Price (2002) suggests that one of the most 
important structural changes schools need to make is in the development of a strong 
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comprehensive guidance program which encourages greater levels of parental 
involvement and aids students and families. 
 In order to focus their efforts on the task of involving parents in the educational 
process, educators must demonstrate that it is valuable and important. According to 
Plevyak, parents and teachers should collaborate in the development of “a written policy 
that legitimizes the importance of parent involvement” (2003, p. 33). This policy should 
establish a true partnership between the parents and school and clearly identify the goals, 
roles, and expectations that are an integral part of formal parent involvement programs 
(Plevyak, 2003, p. 33). Each group must be intentional in their support and 
implementation of the policy.  
 Finders and Lewis conducted a study of poor and Latino parents, groups who are 
traditionally less involved their children’s schools (1994, p. 50). The parents who 
participated in this study made five suggestions for improving their involvement. These 
suggestions include clarifying how parents can help, encouraging parents to be more 
assertive, developing trust, building on home experiences, and using parent expertise. 
These all would seem to be common sense suggestions for educators to follow. However, 
they “do not always match the role envisioned by educators” (p. 52). 
 Another way to encourage greater levels of parental involvement is through the 
development of a School Community Council (Academic Development Institute [ADI], 
2004, p. 8). The School Community Council is a team including the school’s principal 
and representatives of the teachers and parents. The Council conducts regular meetings to 
establish goals for the school community, develop activities to support the school 
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community in the attainment of those goals, and provide opportunities to connect families 
and the school (ADI, 2004, pp. 8-9).  
 Other districts have taken a straightforward approach to encouraging parents to be 
more involved in their children’s educational program. For instance, the Des Moines, 
Iowa, schools district announced a bold plan to encourage parental involvement in 
education at the beginning of the 2004-2005 school year. The Des Moines Register 
reported (September 17, 2004) that school volunteers were to begin contacting the 
parents of each of the district’s 32,000 students asking them to become more active in 
their child’s education. The volunteers were to encourage parents to ask questions of their 
school officials and offer simple ideas for improving their children’s achievement. The 
hope of this project is that this level of personal communication with parents will be 
beneficial in encouraging parents to be more active in their child’s education. 
 
Barriers to Parental Involvement 
 Although research has shown that parental involvement in a child’s education is 
very important for ensuring student achievement, there are several significant barriers 
which can prevent a parent from being involved as such. These barriers to parental 
involvement can occur as a result of either home or school-based factors. Winnail et al. 
(2000) pointed out the top five barriers that were identified in their study of parent 
involvement in the middle school health curriculum. These included “time, being 
unaware of opportunities to participate in children’s health education, having few chances 
to volunteer with health education, not being asked by the school to participate, and 
perceiving that the health curriculum did not encourage parent involvement” (p. 195). 
Other barriers include cultural differences, transportation, child care, parent illiteracy, 
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family problems, negative school experiences, fear, feeling overwhelmed or unwelcome, 
and lack of resources (Davies, n.d., p. 1; Levine, 2002, p. 5; Plevyak, 2003, p. 32).  
 
Parent- or Home-Based Barriers 
 Families face considerable challenges in the process of raising and educating their 
children. Barriers such as those described previously from The Federal Interagency 
Forum on Child and Family Statistics (2005) could seem, at times, insurmountable. The 
work of Davis-Kean and Eccles adds credence to the importance and applicability of 
those facts by expressing the idea that parental involvement is impacted by characteristics 
of the family, the community, and the child. Family characteristics include such items as 
the socioeconomic status of the family as well as the mental health of the parents. 
Education levels and participation in the workforce are also important factors because 
parents with higher levels of education tend to be more involved in their children’s 
educational program, while working parents tend to have less time for involvement 
(Davis-Kean & Eccles, 2005. p. 58). 
 As parenting skills and styles are often governed by the demands of their 
community, parental involvement is also impacted by the community in which a family 
lives (Davis-Kean & Eccles, 2005, p. 59). Parents in high-risk neighborhoods, for 
instance tend to focus more of their time on protecting their children, while parents from 
lower-risk neighborhoods tend to have more time and resources to focus on their child’s 
education.  “Parents with lower education, lower-status jobs, low social support, lower 
emotional intelligence or social skills, and lower financial resources are often residing in 
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high-risk environments. These parents face additional challenges in assisting their 
children with education or school-related materials” (Davis-Kean & Eccles, 2005, p. 59). 
 Barriers occurring as a result of the home environment include the parent’s 
perceptions about involvement, the student’s desire for independence, and a mother’s 
level of education. A parent’s perception about involvement can be impacted by 
involvement in school-related activities that are not initiated by the school (DeMoss & 
Vaughn, 1999), involvement in activities outside of the school (Falbo, Lein, & Amador, 
2001), and the gender and age of the student (Muller, 1998). Several studies (Sartor & 
Youniss, 2002; Simons-Morton & Crump, 2003) identified a child’s desire to gain an 
independent identity from his or her parents as a barrier to parental involvement. While it 
is not surprising to find that mothers are more involved in their children’s education than 
are fathers, a study completed in England expanded on that idea and found that mothers 
who were more highly educated tended to be more involved in their children’s education 
(West, Noden, Edge, & David, 1998). 
 In a study of parental involvement in the middle school health curriculum, 
Winnail et al. (2000) examined the reasons parents cited as barriers to their involvement 
in their children’s health education program. The results of this study are presented in the 
article “Barriers to Parent Involvement in Middle School Health Education.” Winnail et 
al. identified the parents’ lack of knowledge about health curriculum and health content 
knowledge as the two most significant barriers to parent involvement in health education 
at the middle school level (2000, p. 193). 
 According to Christenson, Godber, and Anderson (2005, p. 34), the barriers faced 
by parents are either structural issues or psychological issues. Structural barriers would 
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include issues such as a lack of role models and information; lack of a supportive 
environment or resources; economic, emotional, or financial constraints; or child-care 
and transportation issues. Psychological barriers include feelings of inadequacy; the 
attitude of “leaving education to the schools”, where parents feel that a child’s education 
is the school’s responsibility and not something in which they should be involved; 
language and cultural differences; suspicion of educators; and feeling a lack of 
responsiveness to their parental needs. 
 The framework established by Christenson, Godber, and Anderson is helpful in 
aligning the similarities of the traits identified as barriers across the field of research. The 
classification of barriers as either structural or psychological brings clarity and 
organization to the findings. 
 
Teacher- or School-Based Barriers 
 Christenson, Godber, and Anderson (2005, p. 34) also look at school based 
barriers within the same framework that they organize home based barriers. By looking at 
barriers as either structural issues or psychological issues they are able to create a more 
understandable picture of the school based barriers. Structural issues faced by the schools 
include a lack of funding for family outreach programs; lack of training for teachers on 
how to establish and maintain partnerships with families; and, time constraints. The list 
of psychological issues is much more extensive. The psychological issues include a lack 
of, or weak commitment to parental involvement; the use of negative communication 
about school performance; the establishment of stereotypes about families, people, 
events, conditions, or actions; doubts about parent ability; fear of conflict; and, a narrow 
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concept of how families can be involved. As with the family based issues, this list of 
school based issues is quite similar to those barriers identified by other researchers.  
Davis-Kean and Eccles (2005, pp. 60 - 61) would add the organization and 
physical structure of the school building to the list of structural issues that cause barriers 
to parental involvement. They contend that if parents are not easily able to find classroom 
or to locate staff members who can help them, or if a school does not make allowances 
for space for parent volunteers, parents may conclude that their involvement is not 
welcome. 
 Other barriers that occur as a result of the school environment which can impede 
parental involvement were identified by Ramirez (1999). Ramirez identified teacher 
attitude as a factor which could impede parental involvement, and that teachers were 
“reluctant to have parents become involved in the classroom” (p. 21), even though most 
teachers agree that parental involvement can help to increase student achievement. Other 
barriers include the school’s goals for parental involvement (Edwards & Warin, 1999), 
the size of the school which the students attend (Griffith, 1996), and the socio-economic 
status of the school (Sui-Chu & Willms, 1996). 
 In their article, “Why Some Parents Don’t Come to School”, Finders and Lewis 
state that educators tend to focus on a “deficit model … revealing an assumption that one 
of the main reasons for involving parents is to remediate them” (1994, p. 50). Parents 
who do not have a basic knowledge about how and why schools work “are thought to 
need education in becoming legitimate participants” (p. 50). School personnel often talk 
about what parents lack and how they can be best taught to support school programs in 
their homes. 
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 Finders and Lewis point out three significant barriers which were identified by the 
Latino and low-income parents involved in their study. These barriers take into account 
the “diverse school experiences among parents … (the) diverse economic and time 
constraints … (and the) diverse linguistic and cultural practices” (pp. 51 - 52). More 
specifically, parents expressed the concern that “educators often don’t take into account 
how a parent’s own school experience may influence school relationships”, that parents 
may not feel comfortable in the school environment because of their own past negative 
experiences, literacy skills, or their socio-economic status. Also, schools sometimes don’t 
take into account the cultural differences between the home and the school which can 
have a significant impact on student learning as well as expectations for parental 
involvement in the child’s educational program (pp. 51 – 52). 
 According to Ames and Dickerson, “engaged parents make excellent partners. 
They work with the school to enhance student performance and promote their children’s 
healthy development” (2004, p. 1). The August, 2004 edition of the National Association 
of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) Middle Matters identifies five barriers to 
continued parental involvement in the middle school years. Addressing these barriers 
may help middle schools increase their rates of parental involvement. The barriers 
identified in the NAESP article are similar to those expressed by other authors and 
include the parents’ beliefs that “their involvement is no longer needed” (p. 1) at the 
middle level, that “they lack the knowledge and skills to help with their children’s school 
work …don’t know what constitutes effective middle-level education … sense cultural 
and power gaps between home and school, (and that the) schools don’t have the resources 
to facilitate family-school partnerships” (pp. 1-2). As parental involvement levels 
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decrease when students move into the middle grades, the “inconsistency and unreliability 
of parents’ volunteering their time has been difficult for teachers. As a result [teachers] 
are reluctant to schedule regular activities that require a time commitment from parents” 
(Brown & Roney, 2005, p. 7). 
 
The Middle School 
Parental Involvement in the Middle School 
 Most teachers and parents would support the importance of parental involvement 
in a child’s educational process. In fact, this support is expressed by “its inclusion in 
nearly every policy proposal aimed at improving the performance of our nation’s 
schools” (Smrekar & Cohen-Vogel, 2001, p. 76). Despite this, there is a large body of 
research to show that parental involvement in schools declines as students enter the 
middle school years (see, for example: Simon, 2002, Sanders & Epstein, 1998, 
Drummond & Stipek, 2004, and Epstein, 2004). 
 In 2006 the NMSA published Success in the Middle: A Policymaker’s Guide to 
Achieving Quality Middle Level Education. This policy guide identified five (5) goals 
that are “necessary to implement a coordinated and strategic plan to raise academic 
achievement and support 10- to 15-year-olds as they move through the exciting but 
challenging transitions of early adolescence” (NMSA, 2006. p. 3). Of these five goals, the 
fourth specifies a commitment to the development of family and community partnerships 
that support and enrich the middle-level learner. According to the NMSA,  
Strong school-family-community partnerships are essential to educational success 
at the middle level. When parents, educators, and members of the public form a 
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web of support around young adolescents, they enable students to see themselves 
as capable and contributing members of the community (2006, p. 26). 
 The importance of this goal is clearly evidenced by a study showing that 90% of 
the differences in math achievement on the 1992 NAEP test were linked to factors within 
the family’s control. These included student attendance, reading in the home, and time 
spent watching television (Lewis, 1995). If schools are able to develop successful 
partnerships with families and the community they should be able to significantly impact 
student achievement. 
 The National Forum to Accelerate Middle-Grades Reform [National Forum] has 
also identified a set of criteria that describe high-performing middle schools. The 
National Forum’s criteria include Academic Excellence, Developmental Responsiveness, 
Social Equity, and Organizational Structures and Processes (National Forum to 
Accelerate Middle-Grades Reform, 2006, p. 1). Three of these four criteria include a 
family connection component. The Developmental Responsiveness criteria includes the 
development of “alliances with families to enhance and support the well-being of their 
children,” the Social Equity criteria requires that “the school welcomes and encourages 
the active participation of all its families,” and “the school includes families and 
community members in setting and supporting the school’s trajectory toward high 
performance” is an important component of the Organizational Structures and Processes 
criteria (2006, p. 4). 
 
Middle Schools in the Seneca Valley School District 
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 The Seneca Valley School District began its implementation of the middle school 
concept in 1997 by converting the former Seneca Valley Junior High School into a 
seventh and eighth grade middle school and establishing two fifth and sixth grade 
elementary middle schools in Evans City and Cranberry Township.  
The reorganized 7/8 middle school currently serves approximately 1300 seventh 
and eighth grade students.  Students are divided into ten academic teams, creating the 
concept of a “school within a school”.  A staff of one hundred highly qualified teachers 
delivers a broad based curriculum covering all academic areas. Additionally, students 
participate in service projects that encourage civic leadership and community 
involvement. Beyond the core curriculum, the school also provides students with a wide 
range of exploratory classes including:  fine arts, world languages, family consumer 
sciences and industrial technology. The Seneca Valley Middle School and its students 
and staff have received numerous awards, including the 2006 Don Eichhorn Award. 
 Coincident with the establishment of the 7th and 8th Grade Seneca Valley Middle 
School, the school district also established two fifth and sixth grade elementary middle 
schools in 1997. Haine Middle School is located in the southern end of the school district 
and primarily serves students who attend Haine Elementary School and Rowan 
Elementary School. Evans City Middle School is located in the eastern region of the 
school district and primarily serves students who attend Connoquenessing Valley 
Elementary School and Evans City Elementary School.  
Part of the District’s overall move to the middle school concept, the elementary 
middle schools were originally established not only as a means to help children transition 
from their neighborhood elementary schools to the large schools on the secondary 
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campus in a more developmentally appropriate manner but also as a way to help deal 
with overcrowding issues in the four elementary schools. Prior to 1997, children attended 
their local elementary school through the fifth grade. After completing the fifth grade, all 
students transitioned to Evans City Elementary for sixth grade before moving to the 
secondary campus. 
Both Haine Middle School and Evans City Middle School are organized with a 
blend between the structures and components of traditional middle schools and traditional 
elementary schools. Students in fifth grade are assigned to teams of two teachers who 
share instructional responsibilities for their students, while sixth grade students are 
assigned to three teacher teams. Teachers in these teams are not subject area specialists, 
but rather are responsible for the teaching of multiple subjects. Additionally, the 
exploratory programs at the elementary middle schools are limited to formal programs in 
music, band, chorus, art, technology, and physical activities. 
 
Staff Development Programs 
A 1999 study conducted by Grossman, Osterman, and Schmelkin found that 
levels of parental involvement are more greatly affected by a parent’s personal choice 
than by school and teacher factors. However, the study also was “consistent with prior 
research showing that teachers want parents to be ‘seen and not heard’ in matters 
pertaining to academic involvement” (Grossman, Osterman, & Schmelkin, 1999, p. 20). 
This would suggest that there is a continued need to educate teachers of all levels on 
appropriate ways to encourage parental involvement in their children’s educational 
programming. 
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 “Teachers learn to teach reading, math … kindergarten or other grade levels. 
Administrators learn how to manage … Most teachers and administrators, however, are 
presently unprepared to work positively and productively with … their students’ 
families” (Epstein, 2001, p. 5). As a result, many teachers and administrators lack a 
fundamental knowledge of the culture, background, or characteristics of their students’ 
communities. They also do not know their role in establishing partnership programs with 
the families, businesses, and community groups that surround the schools in which they 
teach (Epstein, 2001, p. 5).  
 Despite this lack of understanding of the make-up of their community and their 
role in it, educators generally acknowledge the need for, and benefit of, parental 
involvement in the schools. As pointed out by Ramirez, however, “teachers are reluctant 
to have parents become involved in their classroom” (1999, p. 21). Levine (2002) also 
points out that, “though … teachers see the need for ways to actively get parents involved 
both at home and in the classroom, it is also clear that many are unsure of how to 
accomplish this task” (p. 10). This reluctance and lack of knowledge points out the need 
for focused staff development in the area of parental involvement. Shumow and Harris 
found there to be a “critical need for professional development including providing 
planning time and appropriate information for teachers about family and community 
issues” (2000, p. 9). 
 
Pre-service Education 
 While the universities that are preparing our future teachers have “a tremendous 
potential to improve the academic achievement and social and emotional learning of all 
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students by preparing future educators to work with school-family partnerships; … very 
few universities are actively preparing educators to do so” (Chavkin, 2005, p. 164). Since 
1997, several surveys have been completed to examine this weakness in teacher 
preparation programs around the country. The results of these surveys support Chavkin’s 
claim that few universities are preparing young educators to establish partnerships with 
parents. 
 In 1997, Shartrand, Weiss, Kreider, and Lopez conducted a survey of 60 teacher 
preparation programs in 22 different states which specifically include “family 
involvement” in their certification requirements. In this study, only 37% reported that the 
topic of family involvement was taught as a separate course. The vast majority (83%) 
reported that family involvement was taught as part of a course, usually during the 
student teaching semester. The researchers found that only 22 states had specific 
standards related to forming partnerships and working with parents. By subtraction, most 
(28) states do not mention parent partnerships in their certification requirements. 
 Another survey was completed in 1999 by Epstein, Sanders, and Clark. Their 
study included a random national sample of colleges and universities pertaining to the 
preparation of teachers for school-family partnerships. Of those colleges and universities 
surveyed, more than half (59.6%) offered a full course on parental involvement and 
partnerships. Of those schools that offered a parental involvement course, 67.5% required 
the course be taken. Only 8% offered more than two courses. 
 In 2001, Hiatt-Michael conducted another study of department chairs or deans of 
education in 50 states. She asked about courses, types of courses, topics, and instructional 
methods. Approximately 23% of the respondents said that they offered a course about 
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family involvement, but that it was not required. Generally, the courses that were offered 
dealt with special education. Hiatt-Michael also found that California was the first state to 
require educators to work in partnership with parents. 
 Katz and Bauch (2001) present a finding that teachers who were involved in a 
pre-service education program emphasizing the importance of parental involvement 
(particularly those programs that included experiential learning) were more comfortable 
with family involvement in their classrooms and were better equipped to reach more 
families. 
 Donald Eichhorn (1966) identified a series of seven personal traits that he thought 
to be beneficial for middle level teachers. These traits include personal security, 
understanding, resourcefulness, adaptability, enthusiasm, cooperation, and a sense of 
humor. Eichhorn thought each of these traits important to successfully working with 
middle-level learners. As schools select teacher candidates, an understanding of these 
traits is important. The development of these traits could also be an important component 
of professional development activities for middle-level teachers. 
 The 2005 MetLife Survey of the American Teacher (Harris Interactive, Inc., 
2005) established some important results related to parent involvement. While 98% of 
new teachers strongly or somewhat agree that effective teachers need to be able to work 
with parents, 20% say that working with parents is somewhat or very unsatisfying. 
Seventy-three percent of teachers surveyed said that parents treat the school and teachers 
as adversaries. These results point out the importance of providing all teachers, especially 
new teachers, with professional development aimed at improving communication with 
parents. 
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On-going Professional Education 
 Given the lack of parental involvement components in teacher preparation 
programs, it is even more necessary for schools and districts to include parental 
involvement components in their on-going professional development plan. Chavkin 
(2005) provides an overview of several of the popular frameworks and models that have 
been developed to help teachers work with parents as partners. These models include the 
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory’s [SEDL] Ideal Model for Preparing 
Educators, the Harvard Family Research Project: Seven Key Knowledge Areas, 
Kirschenbaum’s Model: Knowledge, Attitudes, and Skills, Leuder’s Self-Renewing 
Partnership, and Epstein’s Practice Model: Six Types of Involvement. Each model is 
described briefly below. 
 The SEDL developed a plan for educating professionals about the importance of 
parental involvement. Their ideal teacher preparation framework was developed through 
a complete review of “previous surveys of teachers, principals, parents, administrators, 
and teacher educators; key points from a thorough review of the literature; and the results 
of comments from 150 inservice directors and college and university faculty” (Chavkin, 
2005, p. 167).  As a result of this review, the SEDL framework identified four essential 
components for a teacher preparation program for parental involvement: the Personal 
Framework, the Practical Framework, the Conceptual Framework, and the Contextual 
Framework. SEDL’s ideal framework includes and overlaps with the first three 
components (Chavkin, 2005. p. 167). 
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 Each of these components focuses teacher preparation on the knowledge, 
understanding, and skills related to several topics. In the Personal Framework, these areas 
include knowledge, understanding, and skills related to self, schools, parent, and 
community. The Practical Framework looks at knowledge, understanding, and skills that 
relate to programs, effective methods, interpersonal communications, and limitations. 
The Contextual Framework consists of knowledge, understanding, and skills in the areas 
of history, theory, research, and developmental nature. The Contextual Framework is the 
all-encompassing structure in which all of the other frameworks overlap and interact 
(Chavkin, 2005, p. 168). 
 Following the work of Shartrand, Weiss, Kreider, and Lopez (1997), the Harvard 
Family Research Project [HFRP] developed their own framework through which teachers 
could be trained to work more effectively with parents and their community. The HFRP 
framework included seven areas around which teacher training would occur. These areas 
include: General Family Involvement, General Family Knowledge, Home-School 
Communication, Family Involvement in Learning Activities, Families Supporting 
Schools, Schools Supporting Families, and Families as Change Agents (p. 21).  
In addition to these seven areas, Shartrand and her colleagues (1997, p. 25) also 
presented four “approaches” for teaching the necessary attitudes, knowledge, and skills. 
The “functional approach” provides teachers with an understanding of the roles that are 
filled by teachers and parents, as well as an understanding of the goals and benefits of 
parental involvement. The “parent empowerment” approach helps teachers to develop the 
attitudes and understandings necessary to respect and develop partnerships with parents. 
The “cultural competence approach” focuses on the knowledge and skills necessary to 
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work within the diverse network of families within schools. Finally, “the social capital 
approach” teaches the professional to utilize and build on community resources and 
parental investment in a child’s educational program. 
As described by Chavkin (2005, p. 170), Kirschenbaum developed a model of 
professional development that looks at the components of professional preparation for 
family-school partnerships using a chart that outlines important knowledge, attitudes, and 
skills. His model places emphasis on the idea that teachers must not only know how to 
involve parents in the educational process, they must want to involve the parents and 
believe that their involvement is important to improving student achievement. 
With the goal of creating learning communities, Leuder (Chavkin, 2005, p. 171) 
developed a model that he called the Self-Renewing Partnership Model. In this model he 
points out the importance of moving parental involvement strategies from the traditional 
single-dimensional approach that has parents coming into the schools to provide support 
to school activities and staff to a multidimensional model that has the school working to 
involve the disengaged and, often, more needy families. Leuder developed a series of 
strategies that schools could implement to reach out to parents and encourage them to 
become more involved. 
Epstein’s Practice Model (2001) identifies six types of involvement as the core for 
helping teachers to understand the importance of developing partnerships with parents. 
The six types are defined as: Parenting, Communicating, Volunteering, Learning at 
Home, Decision Making, and Collaborating with the Community. Table 1 further defines 
each of Epstein’s six types. These six elements also have been identified by the National 
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PTA as their National Standards for Parent/Family Involvement Programs (National 
PTA, n.d.). 
 
Table 1: Epstein's Six Types of Parental Involvement 
Involvement Type Description 
Type 1: Parenting Help families support children as students. 
Type 2: Communicating Design effective home-school communication 
tools. 
Type 3: Volunteering Encourage parental help and support. 
Type 4: Learning at Home Help families support children as students at 
home. 
Type 5: Decision Making Include parents in school decision-making 
processes. 
Type 6: Collaborating with the Community Identify and develop community services that 
support the school, family, and students. 
 
These professional education models show promise of helping educators to better 
understand the necessity of developing parent partnerships to improving student 
achievement. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
Design 
Study Purpose and Research Questions 
 The purpose of this study was to examine parental involvement in order to 
determine what parents believe to be the strengths and weaknesses of the parent 
involvement efforts of the Seneca Valley School District. The researcher sought to 
discover those areas that parents identify as barriers to their involvement that result from 
the actions, policies, comments, and decisions that are made at school. This will enable 
the school, working with parents, to develop a more welcoming, supportive climate that 
effectively encourages parental involvement and supports higher student achievement 
through the implementation of a staff development program focusing on providing 
teachers productive skills and information. 
 The study included both qualitative and quantitative design components and was 
appropriate because it enabled the researcher to tell the story of parental involvement in 
the Seneca Valley School District through the use of rich, descriptive qualitative data 
collected through parent interviews and their answers to open response survey questions 
which were supported by quantifiable data collected through fixed response survey items 
and analyzed through quantitative methods. 
 
Participants 
 The participants for this study included the parents and teachers of students in the 
kindergarten, first, second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth grades in the Seneca Valley 
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School District. These students are served in the four kindergarten through fourth grade 
elementary schools and the two fifth and sixth grade elementary-middle schools.  
 
Seneca Valley School District 
 The Seneca Valley School District is located in the southwest corner of Butler 
County. As a public school district serving a community of approximately 7,500 students, 
it is governed by the regulations put into place through both Chapter 4 of Title 22 at the 
state level, and the NCLB Act at the federal level. After a series of mergers between the 
Zelienople School District, the Evans City School District, and the Cranberry Township 
School District, the school district changed its name from the Southwest Butler County 
School District to Seneca Valley School District [SVSD], in 1987. 
 The SVSD operates nine school buildings, including four schools serving 
kindergarten through fourth grade students, two elementary-middle schools serving fifth 
and sixth grade students, one seventh and eighth grade middle school, an intermediate 
high school serving ninth and tenth grade students, and a senior high school serving 
eleventh and twelfth grade students. The district covers approximately 100 square miles 
and includes Cranberry, Forward, Jackson, and Lancaster townships and Callery, Evans 
City, Harmony, Seven Fields and Zelienople boroughs. These municipalities offer a mix 
of rural, suburban, and small town communities and a broad range of socio-economic 
strata. 
 Connoquenessing Valley Elementary School [CVE] is located in the small town 
of Zelienople. CVE serves the boroughs of Zelienople and Harmony, as well as the 
surrounding rural communities of Jackson and Lancaster townships. CVE offers 
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educational programming for approximately 791 students in kindergarten through fourth 
grade, approximately 10.5 % of whom participate in the free or reduced price lunch 
program.  
CVE was originally built in 1958. The building recently underwent an extensive 
remodeling and expansion project, completed in 2004, which added six academic 
classrooms and extensively expanded support services available to students and staff. 
 
Table 2: Seneca Valley School District 
2006 – 2007 Enrollment 
School 
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 
Classroom 
Teachers 
% Free 
or 
Reduced 
Lunch 
CVE 152 155 164 166 154 --- --- 791 36 10.5 
ECE 95 118 108 127 147 --- --- 595 29 14.5 
HES 163 157 176 161 165 --- --- 822 39 14.6 
RES 163 147 143 135 149 --- --- 737 35 3.4 
ECMS --- --- --- --- --- 242 257 499 22 14.6 
HMS --- --- --- --- --- 330 304 634 28 7.7 
Total: 573 577 591 589 615 572 561 4078 189 10.7 
CVE = Connoquenessing Valley Elem. School 
ECE = Evans City Elementary School 
HES = Haine Elementary School School 
RES = Rowan Elementary School 
ECMS = Evans City Middle School 
HMS = Haine Middle School 
 
 The district’s oldest school building houses Evans City Elementary and Evans 
City Middle School. This school, opened in 1939 as the original Evans City High School, 
has undergone renovations in 1944, 1952, 1958, and 1989. It currently serves 
approximately 595 students in kindergarten through fourth grade, and 499 students in the 
fifth and sixth grades, with a combined 14.5 % participation in the free and reduced lunch 
program. The Evans City schools serve the small town of Evans City and the surrounding 
rural area of Forward Township. 
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Table 3: Dates of original construction, additions, or remodeling to SVSD buildings 
School Year Built Major Additions or Remodeling 
CVE 1958 1992, 2004 
ECE 1939 1944, 1952, 1958, 1989 
HES 1968 1975, 1985 
RES 1951 1955, 1959, 1990 
ECMS 1939 1944, 1952, 1958, 1989 
HMS 1996 --- 
CVE = Connoquenessing Valley Elem. School 
ECE = Evans City Elementary School 
HES = Haine Elementary School
RES = Rowan Elementary School 
ECMS = Evans City Middle School 
HMS = Haine Middle School
 
 Almost 65 percent of the SVSD population resides in Cranberry Township. 
Cranberry Township has been recognized as the second-fastest growing municipality in 
the state of Pennsylvania, second only to the city of Philadelphia (SVSD, 2004). Two 
elementary schools, Rowan Elementary School and Haine Elementary School, and one 
elementary-middle school, Haine Middle School, serve the Cranberry Township 
community. 
 Haine Elementary School serves approximately 822 students in kindergarten 
through fourth grade. First opened in 1968, the Haine building has undergone several 
renovations, including a significant addition in 1996 to add the Haine Middle School 
facility.  
Attached to the Haine Elementary School building is Haine Middle School, an 
elementary-middle school that serves approximately 634 fifth and sixth grade students 
who attended Haine and Rowan elementary schools. 
 The Haine Elementary and Middle schools building is located in the middle of 
some of Cranberry townships oldest housing developments and has a combined 10.0 % 
low income students who are eligible for free or reduced lunches. 
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 Rowan Elementary School was originally established by the Southwest Butler 
County School District as Cranberry Elementary School in 1951. As Rowan’s population 
has grown, the school has undergone several large-scale renovation and addition projects. 
The latest full-scale project was completed in 1991 with the addition of 13 classrooms, as 
well as additional support facilities and expanded library and administrative spaces. Even 
after the redistricting of approximately 180 students from the Rowan attendance zone to 
the Haine attendance zone prior to the 2006-2007 school year, three regular education 
classes and one special education class are held in modular classrooms outside of the 
school due to overcrowding at Rowan Elementary. This school services approximately 
737 students in kindergarten through fourth grade, 3.4 % of whom participate in the free 
and reduced lunch program. 
 
Instrument 
 Dr. Samuel Redding, Director of the Academic Development Institute based in 
Lincoln, Illinois, originally developed the survey instrument, entitled “School 
Community Survey”. The instrument collects data, through the use of 65 multiple choice 
questions, in nine areas: parent role, student role, studying, character, reading, academics, 
communication, common experience, and association. An overview of the School 
Community Survey appears in Appendix 1, with the complete survey appearing in 
Appendix 2. 
 There are 65 questions on the School Community Survey relating to parent and 
teacher perceptions of the role of parents in their children’s educational program. These 
questions are broken down into nine sub-scales areas of roles of parents and teachers, 
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roles of students, studying and homework, character development, reading, academic 
development, school-home communication, common experience/school climate, and 
association of school community members. The breakdown of questions between the 9 
sub-scales is shown in Table 4. 
 
Table 4: Survey Items related to each Sub-Scale 
Sub-Scale Related Items 
Parent Role 1 – 6 
Student Role 7 – 12 
Studying 13 – 19 
Character 20 – 26 
Reading 27 – 32 
Academics 33 – 38 
Communication 39 – 47 
Common Experience 48 – 57 
Association 58 – 65 
  
A reliability study was conducted on the School Community Survey with 228 
teacher participants and 1,542 parent participants from 17 elementary schools in the city 
of Chicago and four cities in Ohio (ADI, 2005). While the survey instrument does not ask 
teachers to provide demographic information, the parents who participated in the 
reliability study were 12.5% White, 73.2% Black, 13.7% Hispanic, .4% American 
Indian/Alaskan Native, and .1% Asian American. In the ADI study, the teacher survey 
had a reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s Alpha) of .9349. The parent survey had a 
coefficient of .9416. The coefficients for the sub-scales ranged from .6349 (studying) to 
.8116 (common experience).  This data is delineated further in Table 5 below. 
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Table 5: School Community Survey Reliability 
* Cronbach’s Alpha 
 
The School Community Survey instrument was used in its entirety and no item 
was changed or altered in any way. Written permission to use the School Community 
Survey has been received from the Academic Development Institute, and appears in 
Appendix 3. 
In addition to the School Community Survey, parent participants were asked to 
respond to several additional questions that provide further demographic data and one 
open-ended question (Appendix 4). The questions, developed by the researcher, were on 
a separate sheet that was included with the School Community Survey and focused on 
parents’ perceptions of the barriers to parental involvement in the schools. Parents were 
asked to copy the five digit survey number from their School Community Survey onto the 
sheet of additional questions so that data from the two forms could be compiled during 
data analysis. 
 Another method of data collection was through the use of focus groups. A subset 
of parents from each grade level in each school building were asked to participate in 
these focus group discussions. The questions around which the focus group discussions 
Scale Items N Coefficient* 
Parent Perceptions 65 1,542 .9416 
Sub-Scales 
   
Parent Role 6 2,539 .7238 
Student Role 6 2,535 .6457 
Studying 7 2,520 .6349 
Character 7 2,501 .7780 
Reading 6 2,507 .7060 
Academics 6 2,371 .7972 
Communication 9 2,428 .7386 
Common Experience 10 2,461 .8116 
Association 8 2,441 .7810 
45 
took place were driven by the data gathered on the survey instrument. Topics focused on 
areas in which there were either great discrepancy in the reported data or clarification was 
needed to better understand the data. A general script for the focus group discussions 
appears in Appendix 5. 
 
Procedure 
Surveys 
 In the initial phase of the study a survey was delivered to the parents of students 
enrolled in the Seneca Valley School District’s elementary and elementary-middle 
schools. Before delivery, each survey was coded to identify the grade level and school for 
which it was completed. A cover letter explaining the purpose of the project and carrying 
the endorsement of the Seneca Valley Board of School Directors (Appendix 6) and the 
Principal of each school (Appendix 7) was included with each survey.  
Cover letters and survey forms were distributed to students by their classroom 
teachers. Students were directed by their teachers to take the survey instrument home to 
their parents for completion. All parents of elementary students within the district 
received a cover letter and survey. Parents were asked to return the survey forms, via 
their child, to their child’s classroom teacher in envelopes, which were included. Survey 
forms were also made available at each school for parents who did not complete and 
return their survey. Surveys were sent home with the youngest student in each family. 
Parents were asked to complete only one survey form, even if they received more than 
one, as the form allowed parents to complete general demographic and descriptive 
information for up to three students that attend the same school. Once all survey 
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instruments were collected, the classroom teacher turned the forms in to the building 
office to be forwarded to the researcher. 
 The School Community Survey was also completed by the teachers in each 
school. The questions on the teacher form focused on their perceptions of parental 
involvement, and mirrored the questions in the fourth section of the parent form. This 
provided for differentiation between parent and teacher perceptions of parental 
involvement in each school building. 
 Teacher surveys were distributed by the building principal during a staff meeting. 
Teachers were provided time to complete and return the survey during this meeting. 
These surveys were completed anonymously, and did not include any identifying names 
or codes that could be used to identify specific teachers. The surveys were collected in an 
envelope that was marked with the name of the school so that the results could be 
attributed to the correct building. The envelopes were then returned to the researcher with 
the completed parent surveys. 
 Data collected on the survey form was analyzed to determine parental perceptions 
of barriers and examine the differences between responses of parents from different 
schools, grade levels, and demographics. This data was also used to develop background 
and inform focus group discussions at each school.  
 
Focus Groups 
 A total of five focus group discussions were held, one at each elementary (k-4) 
school building plus a combined focus group discussion for the two elementary-middle 
(5-6) buildings. For the purposes of the focus group discussions, the Haine Middle 
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School and Evans City Middle School buildings were combined to form one focus group 
for grades five and six. Focus groups at the four elementary school buildings, CVE, 
Evans City, Haine, and Rowan Elementary schools consisted of parents representing 
kindergarten through grade four, the grades located in those buildings. The focus group 
meetings were facilitated by the researcher with the help of an assistant. 
The focus group participants were selected at random from the roster of students 
enrolled in each particular school. Three randomly selected participants from each grade 
level at each building site were invited to take part in an hour-long small group 
discussion that sought to expand upon and deepen the information developed from the 
survey forms. These parents were invited to participate in semi-structured interviews 
aimed at deepening and clarifying the information developed in the surveys through the 
use of a personal telephone call from the researcher.  
 Prior to participating in the focus group discussion, participants were asked to 
sign a consent form (Appendix 8) informing them of the purpose of the study and their 
rights as they relate to confidentiality, risk, and withdrawal. The questions around which 
the focus group discussions took place were driven by the data gathered on the survey 
instrument. Topics focused on areas in which there were either great discrepancy in the 
reported data or clarification was needed to better understand the data. A general script 
for the focus group discussions appears in Appendix 5.  
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Table 6: Focus Group Participants at each school 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Information from these discussions, as well as the surveys, was then analyzed in 
relation to parent and teacher perceptions of parental involvement in Seneca Valley’s 
elementary and elementary-middle schools. The qualitative information developed as a 
result of the focus group interviews was supported by quantitative data, which was also 
gathered on the survey form. 
 
Analysis 
 Information collected from the use of the survey form was both quantitative and 
qualitative in nature. Information from the focus group discussions was qualitative in 
nature. 
 The quantitative information collected from the survey forms included general 
demographic information. Descriptive demographic data included parent ethnicity, 
marital status, number of children, and the gender of the parent completing survey. 
Demographic data that served as independent variables in the study included the child’s 
grade and school, the socio-economic status of the family, and the educational level of 
the parent completing the survey. Survey questions also sought to determine the level and 
School Grades Participants 
CVE k-4 15 
Evans City Elementary  k-4 15 
Haine Elementary  k-4 15 
Rowan Elementary k-4 15 
Evans City / Haine 
Middle Schools 5-6 12 
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method of the parents’ involvement in their child’s educational program during the 
previous school year.  
These data was analyzed using the Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) software. The SPSS program was used to report descriptive statistical information 
related to the survey questions, as well as inferential statistics that compared data among 
and between participant groups at each grade level and school. 
 Qualitative data was collected from the focus group discussions. This data 
focused on parents’ perceptions of the barriers to, and enablers of, their involvement in 
their child’s educational program. 
 Both quantitative and qualitative data was then analyzed to develop a framework 
of topics around which the school district would be able to focus their staff development 
activities aimed at encouraging parental involvement and supporting increased student 
achievement. 
 
Analysis of Research Questions 
 
Descriptive Questions: Research Questions 1 – 3 
1. What do parents and teachers perceive to be the strengths of parent  
involvement programs in elementary and elementary-middle schools? 
 Data from the School Community Survey, Parent/Teacher Survey was analyzed to 
determine the areas parents/teachers perceive as strengths in the parent involvement 
programs in Seneca Valley’s elementary and elementary-middle schools. Items from the 
65 multiple choice questions to which 85% of parents/teachers mark that they either 
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“agree” or “strongly agree” were determined to be strengths of the parent involvement 
program for each individual school. Those items were determined from the results 
reported in the School Community Index report that was developed based on parent 
responses for the district and for each school. Based on a previous administration of the 
School Community Survey in a different school system, the threshold of 85% of 
respondents marking either “agree” or “strongly agree” was determined to be an accurate 
and legitimate level for identifying an item as a strength in the parental involvement 
program of a school system. 
2. What do parents and teachers perceive to be the weaknesses of parent  
involvement programs in elementary and elementary-middle schools? 
 Data from the School Community Index, Parent/Teacher Survey was analyzed to 
determine the areas parents perceive as strengths in the parent involvement programs in 
Seneca Valley’s elementary and elementary-middle schools. Items from the 65 multiple 
choice questions to which less than 40% of parents mark that they either “agree” or 
“strongly agree” were determined to be weaknesses of the parent involvement program 
for each individual school. Those items were determined from the results reported in the 
School Community Index report that was developed based on parent responses for the 
district and for each individual school. Based on a previous administration of the School 
Community Survey in a different school system, the threshold of 40% of respondents 
marking either “agree” or “strongly agree” was determined to be an accurate and 
legitimate level for identifying an item as a weakness in the parental involvement 
program of a school system. 
 3. What do parents perceive to be barriers to their involvement in their child’s  
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      educational program in elementary and elementary-middle schools? 
 Parent responses to the final question on the Supplemental Questions sheet, 
“What prevents you from being more involved in your child’s educational program?” 
were analyzed to identify those items that parents perceive to be barriers to their 
involvement in their child’s educational program. Parent responses to this question were 
coded into appropriate groupings. Those groupings with the highest number of responses 
were identified as barriers to parental involvement as perceived by parents. The coding of 
parent responses was completed by both the researcher and an assistant, with the results 
being compared to assure consistency and accuracy in the coding process. 
 
Inferential Questions: Research Questions 4 - 8 
 In the analysis of data for the inferential research questions, individual responses 
were grouped according to the nine dimensions utilized by the School-Community Index. 
Scores for each respondent were analyzed to determine an average score for each 
respondent across each of the nine (9) dimensions. These average scores were then used 
to analyze difference in perception as described in each research question. These nine (9) 
sub-scales include Parent Role, Student Role, Studying, Character, Reading, Academics, 
Communication, Common Experience, and Association. 
 4. What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement  
     strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of parents from different  
     grade levels and schools in the elementary (k-4) schools? 
 The average parent score developed for each of the nine dimensions were 
analyzed using Factorial ANOVA to determine the extent to which his or her response 
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was impacted by the grade level of their child (k, 1, 2, 3, or 4), the school that their child 
attends (CVE, ECE, HES, or RES), or an interaction between the grade level and school 
of their child. In this test, parent response was treated as the dependent variable. The 
independent variables were the grade level of the child and the school that the child 
attends. This test was run using a 4x5 ANOVA design for the elementary schools. Using 
the Factorial ANOVA, the researcher was able to observe the significance of each 
independent variable to the dependent variable, as well as the interaction between the 
independent variables as they related to the dependent variable. 
 5. What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement  
     strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of parents from different  
     grade levels and schools in the elementary-middle (5-6) schools? 
 The average parent score developed for each of the nine dimensions was analyzed 
using Factorial ANOVA to determine the extent to which his or her response was 
impacted by the grade level of their child (5 or 6), the school that their child attends 
(ECMS or HMS), or an interaction between the grade level and school of their child. In 
this test, parent response was treated as the dependent variable. The independent 
variables were the grade level of the child and the school that the child attends. This test 
was run using a 2x2 design for the elementary-middle schools. Using the Factorial 
ANOVA, the researcher was able to observe the significance of each independent 
variable to the dependent variable, as well as the interaction between the independent 
variables as they related to the dependent variable. 
 6. What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement  
      strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of teachers from different  
53 
      schools in the elementary (k-4) schools? 
 The average teacher score developed for each of the nine dimensions was 
analyzed using a One-Way ANOVA to determine the extent to which his or her response 
was impacted by the school in which they teach. In this test, teacher response was treated 
as the dependent variable. The independent variable was the school in which they work 
(CVE, ECE, HES, RES). Using a One-Way ANOVA, the researcher was able to observe 
the significance of the independent variable to the dependent variable, as well as the 
interaction between the independent variable and the dependent variable. 
 7. What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement  
      strengths/weaknesses among  and between groups of teachers from different  
      schools in the elementary-middle (5-6) schools? 
 The average teacher score developed for each of the nine dimensions was 
analyzed using a One-Way ANOVA to determine the extent to which his or her response 
was impacted by the school in which they teach. In this test, teacher response was treated 
as the dependent variable. The independent variable was the school in which they work 
(ECMS or HMS). Using the One-Way ANOVA, the researcher was able to observe the 
significance of the independent variable to the dependent variable, as well as the 
interaction between the independent variable and to the dependent variable. 
 8. What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement  
      strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of parents based on age,  
      socio-economic status, and education level? 
 The average parent score developed for each of the nine dimensions was analyzed 
using 3-factor analysis of variance to determine the extent to which his or her response 
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was impacted by their age, socio-economic status, and educational level, or an interaction 
between those variables. In this test, the average parent response was treated as the 
dependent variable. The independent variables were the age of the parent, the family’s 
socio-economic status, and educational level of the parent who completed the survey. The 
independent variable of age had three groups, 24 – 33 years of age, 34 – 43 years of age, 
and 44 years an older. The independent variable of socio-economic status had two groups 
that were determined by whether or not the family is eligible to participate in the federal 
free/reduced lunch program. The independent variable of the parent’s education level also 
had three groups, high school graduate, college graduate, or the achievement of an 
advanced degree. Using the 3-factor analysis of variance, the researcher was able to 
observe the significance of each independent variable to the dependent variable, as well 
as the interaction between the independent variables as they relate to the dependent 
variable. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
 The purpose of this study was to examine parental involvement in order to 
determine what parents believe to be the strengths and weaknesses of the parent 
involvement efforts of the Seneca Valley School District. The researcher sought to 
discover those areas that parents identify as barriers to their involvement that result from 
the actions, policies, comments, and decisions that are made at school. The results of this 
project will enable the school district, working with parents, to develop a more 
welcoming, supportive climate that effectively encourages parental involvement and 
supports higher student achievement through the implementation of a staff development 
program focusing on providing teachers productive skills and information. 
 
Demographics 
 In the Spring of 2006 the School-Community Survey was distributed to the 
parents of kindergarten through sixth grade students in the Seneca Valley School District. 
The 1672 parent respondents to the survey represented 2029 students, 49.8% of the 
student population in kindergarten through sixth grade.  
While 19 (1.1%) of the 1672 respondents did not identify the gender of the person 
completing the form, 88.3% of surveys (1477 of 1653) were completed by a female, 
typically the mother of the children her responses were representing.  
The majority of completed surveys, 89.0% (1466 of 1648), represented children 
whose parents are married, while 6.4% (106 of 1466) are from homes with divorced 
parents, 2.3% (38 of 1466) from homes with separated parents, 2.0% (30 of 1466) from 
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homes with parents who were never married, and 0.3% (5 of 1466) from homes with 
widowed parents. Twenty four of the 1672 respondents (1.4%) did not identify their 
marital status when completing the survey form. 
Although there are a few larger families in the district, the majority of families 
represented in the returned surveys had one, two, or three children in the family and at 
school. With regard to children in the family, 10.5% of families (174 of 1658) had only 
one child, while 48.9 % (811 of 1658) had two children and 28.6% (475 of 1658) had 
three children. The remaining 12% of families reported having either four (9.7%, 161 of 
1658), five (1.8%, 30 of 1658), six (0.4%, 6 of 1658), or seven (0.1%, 1 of 1658) children 
in their family. Referring to children living in the home the results were similar. 11.6% of 
families (192 of 1649) reported having only one child living in the home. 50.6% of 
families (835 of 1649) had two children living in the home and 28.0% (462 of 1649) had 
three children living in the home. Of the remaining families, 9.7% (161 of 1649) had four 
children in the home, 1.8% (30 of 1649) had five children in the home, 0.1% (1 of 1649) 
had six children in the home, and 0.2% (4 of 1649) had seven or more children in the 
home. 
Similar to the composition of the Seneca Valley School District community as 
reported in Chapter 3, 96.6% of respondents who completed the survey reported their 
ethnic background to be white/non-Hispanic. 1.7% of respondents (28 of 1648) reported 
their ethnic background to be Asian/Pacific Islander, 1.0% (16 of 1648) reported 
themselves to be of black/non-Hispanic descent, and 0.7% (12 of 1648) reported 
themselves to be of Hispanic descent. 1.4% of respondents (24 or 1672) did not identify 
their race. 
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Parent respondents were evenly distributed across the district’s four elementary 
and two elementary middle schools, with percentages ranging from 13.8% (231 
respondents) representing Haine Elementary School to 22.2% (372 respondents) from 
Rowan Elementary School. The distribution of respondents is shown in Table 7. 
 
Table 7: School with which the Family is Associated 
School n Percent
HMS 247 14.8
ECMS 264 15.8
CVE 317 19.0
ECE 241 14.4
HES 231 13.8
RES 372 22.2
 
 The 1672 respondents were also asked to identify the grade of the youngest 
school-aged child in the home. Those totals were also fairly evenly distributed across the 
seven grade levels, Kindergarten through sixth grade. Kindergarten students were 
represented by 10.0% of respondents, while sixth grade students were represented by 
16.7% of respondents. The distribution of represented grades is shown in Table 8. 
 
Table 8: Grade of the Youngest School-Aged Child 
Grade n Percent
Kindergarten 168 10.0
First Grade 217 13.0
Second Grade 251 15.0
Third Grade 259 15.5
Fourth Grade 266 15.9
Fifth Grade 231 13.8
Sixth Grade 280 16.7
 
 On the sheet of additional questions respondents were asked to identify their age 
group, their completed level of education, and their eligibility for participation in the 
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federal free/reduced lunch program. Respondents were asked to place themselves into 
one of three age groupings, 24 – 33 years, 34 – 42 years, and older than 44 years of age. 
Of the 1672 total respondents to the survey, 1523 (91.9%) responded to the question 
related to age. 66.4% of respondents reported their age in the 34 – 43 years of age 
grouping, 23.4% reported themselves to be in the older than 44 years of age group, and 
the remaining 10.2% reported themselves to be in the 24 – 33 years of age group. Table 9 
shows the distribution of respondents by age groupings. 
 
Table 9: Age of Parent Completing Survey 
 Age n Percent
24-33 155 10.2
34-43 1011 66.4
44 + 357 23.4
 
 Table 10 shows the distribution of respondents across education levels. For the 
purposes of this study, respondents were asked to identify their education level from three 
choices, Some High School or High School Graduate, Some College or College 
Graduate, or Advanced Degree. Of the 1672 total respondents, 1522 or 91.0% identified 
their level of education as one of the three choices. 12.5% of respondents identified their 
education level as Some High School or High School Graduate, 70.1% identified their 
level of education as Some College or College Graduate, and 17.3% identified 
themselves as holding an advanced degree beyond that of a college graduate. 
 
Table 10: Education Level of Parent Completing Survey 
Education Level n Percent 
Some High School or High School Graduate 191 12.5 
Some College or College Graduate 1067 70.1 
Advanced Degree 264 17.3 
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 As reported in Chapter 2, the Seneca Valley School District is comprised of 
diverse communities that range from rural populations to upper-middle class populations, 
all in the northern suburbs of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. Survey respondents were asked to 
identify their eligibility for participation in the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch program. 
1514 respondents representing 90.6% of the 1672 possible respondents provided a 
response to this question. Of these respondents, 1415 (93.5%) identified themselves as 
not being eligible for the program, while 99 (6.5%) were identified as being eligible. This 
response rate is slightly lower than the 10.7% eligibility rate identified by the district and 
reported in Table 2. These results are reported in Table 11. 
 
Table 11: Poverty Rate - Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 
Eligibility n Percent
No 1415 93.5
Yes 99 6.5
 
The Parent/Teacher Survey was also distributed to teachers in the district’s 
elementary and elementary-middle schools. Survey forms were completed by 211 
teachers that provide instruction or support services to the 189 classrooms of children in 
the six schools. Respondents represent classroom teachers, special education teachers, 
instructional facilitators, and special area (art, music, and physical education) teachers 
from each of the schools.  
The demographic information reported by survey respondents is closely aligned to 
the demographic profile of the Seneca Valley School District in general. Because 
respondents are evenly distributed across grade levels and schools, the researcher 
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believes this sample to be an accurate representation of the population of the District. A 
table representing all demographic data can be found in Appendix 9. 
 
Descriptive Questions: Research Questions 1 – 3 
Research Question 1 
What do parents and teachers perceive to be the strengths of parent involvement 
programs in elementary and elementary-middle schools? 
 
 When completing the Parent/Teacher Survey, respondents were presented with 65 
statements related to their school. They were asked to respond to the statement by 
selecting one of five optional responses, Uncertain, Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Agree, 
and Strongly Agree. Parents and teachers were presented with similar statements, with 
changes in wording to make the statement appropriate to the intended respondent. For 
example, the first statement on the Parent Survey reads, “The opinions of parents really 
count.” On the teacher survey, the first statement reads, “The opinions of teachers really 
count.” Other statements were changed in a similar manner. 
 Data from the School Community Survey, Parent/Teacher Survey was analyzed to 
determine the areas parents/teachers perceive as strengths in the parent involvement 
programs in Seneca Valley’s elementary and elementary-middle schools. Items from the 
65 multiple choice questions to which 92% of parents/teachers mark that they either 
“agree” or “strongly agree” were determined to be strengths of the parent involvement 
program. Based on a previous administration of the School Community Survey in a 
different school system, the threshold of 85% of respondents marking either “agree” or 
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“strongly agree” was determined to be an accurate and legitimate level for identifying an 
item as a strength in the parental involvement program of a school system. However, 
based on the results of the current administration of the Parent/Teacher Survey, it was 
determined that a threshold of 92% agreement was more appropriate. This decision is 
appropriate based on differences in the demographic structure and overall level of 
involvement observed in the Seneca Valley School District elementary schools as it 
compares to the district which was used in the previous administration of the instrument. 
 
Table 12: Items identified as Strengths of SVSD Parental Involvement Program by K-6 
Parents 
Item 
# Item n 
% Agreed or 
Strongly 
Agreed 
7 Students are encouraged to do their best 1664 95.2 
8 Students are expected to behave properly 1668 97.8 
14 Students are expected to complete their homework on time 1667 97.7 
21 Students are taught to behave respectfully and responsibly 1666 94.0 
45 Teachers communicate with parents by e-mail or written notes 1668 93.2 
52 The school building is kept clean 1669 97.6 
53 The school building is in good repair and is well-maintained 1669 95.4 
55 The school is safe and orderly 1668 97.0 
 
 Eight items were identified as strengths of the parental involvement program 
based on parental responses in which at least 92% of parents marked either agree or 
strongly agree as their selected response. These eight items represented 12.3% of the total 
question items (8/65 = 12.3%). Most items identified as strengths represented areas 
related to student/teacher interactions and building maintenance. For example, the area 
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that most parents marked either agree or strongly agree was the statement that “Students 
are expected to behave properly” (97.8% agree/strongly agree). However, one item, 
“Teachers communicate with parents by e-mail or written notes” (93.2% agree/strongly 
agree), dealt with parent involvement. Other statements that were identified as strengths 
include, “Students are expected to complete their homework on time” (97.7%), “The 
school building is kept clean” (97.6%), “The school is safe and orderly” (97.0%), “The 
school building is in good repair and is well maintained” (95.4%), “Students are 
encouraged to do their best” (95.2%), and “Students are expected to behave respectfully 
and responsibly” (94.0%). 
 Teachers in the elementary and elementary-middle schools identified 21 items as 
strengths, compared with the eight items identified as strengths by parents. These 21 
items represented 32.3% of the total question items (21/65 = 32.3%). For teachers, the 
highest rated statement was “Teachers communicate with parents by e-mail or written 
note” with 99.1% of teachers marking either agree or strongly agree with the statement. 
This was followed by “The importance of reading is stressed” (98.1%), and “Most 
teachers are models of respectful and responsible behavior,” “If a parent has a concern 
about a child, the teachers will listen and help,” and “teachers talk with parents on the 
telephone,” each with 97.6% of teachers marking either agree or strongly agree. While 
the majority of items identified by teachers as strengths deal with teacher/student 
interactions and the general operation of the school building, there are six items identified 
as strengths that deal with parent communication and involvement. These include 
“Teachers contact parents to discuss their children’s academic progress” (95.2%), “If a 
parent has a concern about a child, the teachers will listen and help” (97.6%), “Teachers 
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talk with parents on the telephone” (97.6%), “Teachers communicate with parents by     
e-mail or written note” (99.1%), “Teachers let parents know good their children have 
done” (94.3%), and “The office staff greets visitors warmly” (92.0%). Table 13 identifies 
the 21 items identified as strengths by teachers in the elementary (k-4) and elementary-
middle (5-6) schools. 
 
Table 13: Items identified as Strengths of SVSD Parental Involvement Program  
by K-6 Teachers 
Item 
# Item n 
% Agreed or 
Strongly 
Agreed 
7 Students are encouraged to do their best 211 97.2 
8 Students are expected to behave properly 209 96.6 
14 Students are expected to complete their homework on time 211 93.9 
16 Teachers regularly assign homework 211 92.9 
20 Students are treated with respect 211 97.2 
21 Students are taught to behave respectfully and responsibly 210 93.8 
25 Most teachers are models of respectful and responsible behavior 210 97.6 
27 Teachers encourage students to read for pleasure 209 94.8 
32 The importance of reading is stressed 211 98.1 
33 Students get a solid grounding in basic skills and subjects 210 96.7 
35 Students are well-prepared for the challenges of each new grade or course level 210 93.3 
39 Teachers contact parents to discuss their children's academic progress 208 95.2 
42 If a parent has a concern about a child, the teachers will listen and help 209 97.6 
44 Teachers talk with parents on the telephone 210 97.6 
45 Teachers communicate with parents by e-mail or written notes 208 99.1 
46 Teachers let parents know good their children have done 211 94.3 
49 The office staff greets visitors warmly 211 92.0 
55 The school is safe and orderly 211 95.8 
56 Students are proud to be at this school 206 92.3 
59 Teachers are generally supportive of each other 209 94.2 
63 Students are encouraged to help one another 210 94.3 
  
In comparing the items that were identified as strengths by both parents and 
teachers, it was determined that there were six items with which at least 92% of both 
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parents and teachers marked either agree or strongly-agree. Parents and teachers agree 
that students in Seneca Valley’s elementary and elementary-middle schools are 
encouraged to do their best, are expected to behave properly, are expected to turn in their 
homework on time, and are taught to behave respectfully and responsibly. They also 
agree that the teachers communicate with parents through e-mail or written notes and that 
the school buildings are safe and orderly. Table 14 lists those items that were identified as 
strengths by both parents and teachers in the elementary (k-4) and elementary-middle (5-
6) schools. 
 
Table 14: Items identified as Strengths of SVSD Parental Involvement Program 
by both K-6 Parents and teachers. 
Item 
# Item 
Parent % 
Agreed or 
Strongly 
Agreed 
Teacher % 
Agreed or 
Strongly 
Agreed 
7 Students are encouraged to do their best 95.2 97.2 
8 Students are expected to behave properly 97.8 96.6 
14 Students are expected to complete their homework on time 97.7 93.9 
21 Students are taught to behave respectfully and responsibly 94.0 93.8 
45 Teachers communicate with parents by e-mail or written notes 93.2 99.1 
55 The school is safe and orderly 97.0 95.8 
 
 Responses of both parents and teachers were ranked according to the percentage 
of respondents who identified that they either agreed or strongly agreed with each 
statement. To determine rankings, the item that received the highest percent of agreement 
was given a ranking score of 1. For parent respondents, the statement “Students are 
expected to behave properly” was marked by 97.8% of parents as agree or strongly agree 
65 
and received a ranking score of 1. For teachers, the statement “Teachers communicate 
with parents by e-mail or written notes” was marked by 99.1% of teachers as agree or 
strongly agree and received a ranking score of 1.  
A Spearman’s rho was computed to determine the level of correlation between 
parent rank scores and teacher rank scores. This test showed a correlation of r=.588 
(p=.01, 2-tailed) and yielded a significance < .001, which indicates that there is a 
moderate positive correlation between parent rankings and teacher rankings. 
 Each of the 65 items to which parents and teachers were asked to respond Table 
15 identifies the top 10 items as ranked by parents and compares them to the ranking 
score the item received from teacher respondents. Table 16 compares the top 10 ranked 
items for teachers and compares them to the ranked score that item received from parent 
respondents. There were four items that appeared on both lists. These items include the 
statements that “Students are expected to behave properly” (Parent = 1, Teacher = 9), 
“The school is safe and orderly” (Parent = 4, Teacher = 10), “Students are encouraged to 
do their best” (Parent = 6, Teacher = 6.5), and “Teachers communicate with parents by e-
mail or written notes” (Parent = 8, Teacher = 1). 
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Table 15: Top 10 Ranked Strengths for Parents 
Item 
# Top 10 Ranked Items for Parents 
Parent 
Ranking 
Teacher 
Ranking 
8 Students are expected to behave properly 1 9 
14 Students are expected to complete their homework on time 2 16 
52 The school building is kept clean 3 57 
55 The school is safe and orderly 4 10 
53 The school building is in good repair and is well-maintained 5 47 
7 Students are encouraged to do their best 6 6.5 
21 Students are taught to behave respectfully and responsibly 7 17 
45 Teachers communicate with parents by e-mail or written notes 8 1 
56 Students are proud to be at this school 9 20 
16 Teachers regularly assign homework 10 19 
 
 There are also several areas where parent rankings differed greatly from teacher 
rankings. In areas related to parental involvement, the greatest discrepancies between 
parent and teacher rankings on the parent ranking list relate to the statements that 
“Students are expected to complete their homework on time,” which received a ranking 
of 2 from parents and 16 from teachers, and “Teachers regularly assign homework”, 
which was ranked as 10 by parents and 19 by teachers. Parents also ranked the statement 
“Students are taught to behave respectfully and responsibly” as 7, while teachers ranked 
that statement as item 17.  
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Table 16: Top 10 Ranked Strengths for Teachers 
Item 
# Top 10 Ranked Items for Teachers 
Parent 
Ranking 
Teacher 
Ranking
45 Teachers communicate with parents by e-mail or written notes 8 1 
32 The importance of reading is stressed 15 2 
25 Most teachers are models of respectful and responsible behavior 12 3.5 
44 Teachers talk with parents on the telephone 39 3.5 
42 If a parent has a concern about a child, the teachers will listen and help 18 5 
7 Students are encouraged to do their best 6 6.5 
20 Students are treated with respect 11 6.5 
33 Students get a solid grounding in basic skills and subjects 16 8 
8 Students are expected to behave properly 1 9 
55 The school is safe and orderly 4 10 
 
Other areas of discrepancy relate to the operation of the school buildings. On the 
parent rankings, the statement “The school building is kept clean” received a rank score 
of 3, while the same item received a ranking score of 57 from teachers. Another area in 
which parent and teacher rankings showed large discrepancy was with the statement “The 
school building is in good repair and is well maintained.” This item was ranked as 5 by 
parents and as 47 by teachers. These two items show a difference in perception regarding 
the function and maintenance of the school building and could be attributed to the fact 
that teachers are in the buildings on a daily basis, while many parents are only in the 
building for special occasions when it may have received special attention or are not 
aware of problems in the buildings. 
Most of the items that were ranked in the top 10 by teachers were related to 
teacher interactions with students, student behavior, and work with parents.  
 Teachers also rated two sets of items the same in their top 10 list. The statements 
“Most teachers are models of respectful and responsible behavior” and “Teachers talk 
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with parents on the telephone” received the same ranking score of 3.5. The score of the 
second statement, “Teachers talk with parents on the telephone” differed greatly from the 
ranking score of 39 that the statement received from parent respondents. This statement 
showed the greatest discrepancy of scores between parent and teacher respondents for 
items identified as the teachers’ top 10 ranked items. The statements “Students are 
encouraged to do their best” and “Students are treated with respect” received a ranking 
score of 6.5. These statements also received ranking scores that were more closely 
aligned to the ranking received from parent respondents than other statements on the 
teachers’ list, with “Students are encouraged to do their best” receiving a 6.5 ranking 
from teachers and a 6 ranking from parents. 
 
Research Question 2 
What do parents and teachers perceive to be the weaknesses of parent involvement 
programs in elementary and elementary-middle schools? 
 
 When completing the Parent/Teacher Survey, respondents were presented with 65 
statements related to their school. They were asked to respond to the statement by 
selecting one of five optional responses, Uncertain, Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Agree, 
and Strongly Agree. Parents and teachers were presented with similar statements, with 
changes in wording to make the statement appropriate to the intended respondent. For 
example, the first statement on the Parent Survey reads, “The opinions of parents really 
count.” On the teacher survey, the first statement reads, “The opinions of teachers really 
count.” Other statements were changed in a similar manner. 
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 Data from the School Community Survey, Parent/Teacher Survey was analyzed to 
determine the areas parents/teachers perceive as weaknesses in the parent involvement 
programs in Seneca Valley’s elementary and elementary-middle schools. Items from the 
65 multiple choice questions to which 55% or less of parents/teachers mark that they 
either “agree” or “strongly agree” were determined to be weaknesses of the parent 
involvement program. Based on a previous administration of the School Community 
Survey in a different school system, the threshold of 40% of respondents marking either 
“agree” or “strongly agree” was determined to be an accurate and legitimate level for 
identifying an item as a weakness in the parental involvement program of a school 
system. However, based on the results of the current administration of the Parent/Teacher 
Survey, it was determined that a threshold of 55% agreement was more appropriate for 
the demographic structure and overall level of involvement observed in the Seneca 
Valley School District elementary schools. 
 There were seven items identified as weaknesses by parents. These seven items 
represented 10.8% of the total question items (7/65 = 10.8%).  Item 3, “Parents/Teachers 
are included in making important decisions at the school” was the highest ranked item 
that was identified as a weakness, with 50.7% of parents marking that they either agreed 
or strongly agreed with the statement. “The school has a homework policy” was the next 
highest ranked statement, with 49.3% of parents marking agreed or strongly agreed. 
 The lowest ranked item on the parent survey was the statement, “Teachers visit 
the homes of students.” Only 6.4% of parents marked that they agreed or strongly agreed 
with this statement. The next lowest item was the statement, “Students are routinely used 
to tutor other students,” to which only 24.2% of parents agreed or strongly agreed. Other 
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items identified as weaknesses by parents were, “Students are taught how to study” 
(37.9% agree/strongly agree), “Most parents know most of the other parents in their 
children’s classes” (35.5% agree/strongly agree), and “Homework practices are fairly 
consistent from teacher to teacher” (35.1% agree/strongly agree). Items identified as 
weaknesses by parents are identified in Table 17. 
 
Table 17: Items identified as Weaknesses of SVSD Parental Involvement Program by K-6 
Parents 
Item 
# Item n 
% Agreed or 
Strongly Agreed 
3 Parents/Teachers are included in making important decisions at the school 1660 50.7 
13 Students are taught how to study 1655 37.9 
17 The school has a homework policy 1654 49.3 
18 Homework practices are fairly consistent from teacher to teacher 1660 35.1 
43 Teachers visit the homes of students 1660 6.4 
60 Most parents know most of the other parents in their children's classes 1665 35.5 
64 Students are routinely used to tutor other students 1662 24.2 
 
There were also seven items identified by K-6 Teachers as weaknesses. These 
seven items represented 10.8% of the total question items (7/65 = 10.8%). The statement, 
“Parents/Teachers have ample opportunity to voice their opinions” was the highest 
ranked item to which less than 55% of teachers marked either agree or strongly agree. 
This statement was marked as agree or strongly agree by 54.5% of K-6 Teachers. The 
next highest ranked item of those identified as weaknesses was the statement, “Parents 
encourage their children to read for pleasure,” which was marked agree or strongly agree 
by 52.0% of teachers. 
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The statement ranked lowest by K-6 Teachers was, “Teachers visit the homes of 
students.” Only 8.8% of teachers agreed or strongly agreed with this statement.  
Other statements identified as weaknesses by K-6 Teachers were, 
“Parents/Teachers are included in making important decisions at the school” (51.4% 
agreed/strongly agreed), “The school has a homework policy” (49.5% agreed/strongly 
agreed), “Students are routinely used to tutor other students” (46.0% agreed/strongly 
agreed), and “Homework practices are fairly consistent from teacher to teacher” (40.9% 
agreed/strongly agreed. With the exception of item 43, “Teachers visit the homes of 
students,” K-6 Teacher rankings in general were higher than those of K-6 Parents. 
 
Table 18: Items identified as Weaknesses of SVSD Parental Involvement Program by K-6 
Teachers 
Item 
# Item n 
% Agreed or 
Strongly Agreed 
2 Parents/Teachers have ample opportunity to voice their opinions 211 54.5 
3 Parents/Teachers are included in making important decisions at the school 210 51.4 
17 The school has a homework policy 210 49.5 
18 Homework practices are fairly consistent from teacher to teacher 210 40.9 
28 Parents encourage their children to read for pleasure 208 52.9 
43 Teachers visit the homes of students 205 8.8 
64 Students are routinely used to tutor other students 209 46.0 
 
 While both K-6 Parents and K-6 Teachers identified seven items as weaknesses, 
there were four items that were common to both lists. These four items represented 6.2% 
of the total question items (4/65 = 6.2%).These items were, “Parents/Teachers are 
included in making important decisions at the school”, “The school has a homework 
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policy”, “Teachers visit the homes of students”, and “Students are routinely used to tutor 
other students.”  
Parent and Teacher rankings for three of these items were very close. The Teacher 
ranking for item 3, “Parents/Teachers are included in making important decisions at the 
school,” was only 0.7% higher than Parent ranking. Likewise, Teacher ranking for item 
17, “The school has a homework policy,” was only 0.2% higher than Parent ranking. Item 
43, the lowest ranked statement by both Teachers and parents, received marks of 
agreed/strongly agreed from 8.8% of teachers, and 6.4% of parents.  
 
Table 19: Items identified as Weaknesses of SVSD Parental Involvement Program by both 
K-6 Parents and Teachers 
Item 
# Item 
% of Parents 
Agreed or 
Strongly 
Agreed 
% of Teachers 
Agreed or 
Strongly Agreed 
3 Parents/Teachers are included in making important decisions at the school 50.7 51.4 
17 The school has a homework policy 49.3 49.5 
43 Teachers visit the homes of students 6.4 8.8 
64 Students are routinely used to tutor other students 24.2 46.0 
 
The widest discrepancy in items rated as weaknesses was seen in Parent and 
Teacher responses to item 64, “Students are routinely used to tutor other students.” 
Teacher responses were 21.8% higher than Parent responses for this statement. 
 
Research Question 3 
What do parents perceive to be barriers to their involvement in their child’s educational 
program in elementary and elementary-middle schools? 
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 In addition to the Parent/Teacher Survey, parents also received a sheet of four 
additional questions (Appendix 4) to which they were asked to respond. The first three 
questions asked for further demographic data, including the age and education level of 
the respondent and the eligibility of the family to participate in the Federal Free/Reduced 
Lunch program.  
The fourth question on the sheet was an open ended response question that read, 
“Most parents and educators understand the importance of parents being involved in their 
child’s educational program at home and at school. However, occasionally there are 
circumstances that prevent this. What prevents you from being more involved in your 
child’s educational program?” This question was answered by 1,003 of the 1,672 
(59.98%) parent respondents. Of those who responded this question, 783 (78.1%) 
provided one response in answer to the question. An additional 188 (18.7%) provided 
two responses, 28 (2.8%) provided three responses, and four (0.4%) parents provided 
four responses. Because 220 (21.9%) of respondents provided more than one response to 
this question, there were a total of 1,260 responses from 1,003 respondents (126%). 
There were 669 Parent Surveys returned by respondents who did not provide responses to 
this question. 
 
Table 20: Number of Items Identified as Barriers by Parents 
Responses n Percent
1 783 78.1% 
2 188 18.7% 
3 28 2.8% 
4 4 0.4% 
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 Parent responses were reviewed by two separate readers and coded into one of 
nine groups that each represent what parents perceive to be barriers to their participation. 
The groups were: 
 None – respondents identified that there were no barriers to their involvement. 
 Work – respondents identified their work schedule as a barrier. 
 Time – respondents identified time, including the scheduling of school activities, 
as a barrier to their involvement. 
 Siblings – respondent identified that younger children in the home were barriers 
  to their involvement, especially when younger siblings were not able to 
  participate in school activities. 
 Communication – respondents identified a lack of communication from the school 
  or an inability to communicate with the school as a barrier. 
 Health – respondents identified health related issues in the home as a barrier. 
 Outside Activities – respondents identified that involvement in activities outside  
  of school was a barrier. These outside activities included activities that 
  the child was involved in, the parent was involved in, or both. 
 Child’s Responsibility – respondents identified that school work was the 
  child's responsibility and not something in which the parent should 
  be involved. 
 Single Parent Issues – respondents identified issues related to being a single 
  parent as barriers to their involvement.  
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 Work was cited by respondents as the most common barrier to their involvement 
and was identified by 41% (412 of 1003) of respondents. Work related issues identified 
by parents included work schedules, required travel for work, school activities scheduled 
during their normal work hours, the necessity of working more than one job to support 
their family, and the inability to take days off to attend school-related functions. 
 
Table 21: Barriers to Parental Involvement as Identified by Parents 
Barrier  n Percent
None 397 40%
Work 412 41%
Time 105 10%
Siblings 148 15%
Communication 105 10%
Health 32 3%
Outside Activities 36 4%
Child's Responsibility 4 0%
Single Parent Issues 21 2%
Total 1260 126%
 
 The second highest number of respondents (40% - 397 of 1003) said that there 
was nothing that got in the way of their participation in their child’s educational 
programming. These respondents stated that they either did not have barriers or were able 
to work around barriers so that they were able to participate in their child’s educational 
program to the extent that they felt was appropriate and necessary. 
 After the identified barriers of Work and None, the percentage of respondents 
who identified an item as a barrier dropped precipitously. Younger Siblings were 
identified by 15% (148 of 1003) of respondents as a barrier to their involvement. 
Respondents cited school or classroom policies that prohibited parents from bringing 
younger children into the classroom when parents came to assist with school activities or 
to chaperone educational trips as a barrier to their involvement. In the absence of such a 
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policy, some parents were not comfortable taking their younger child into the classroom 
and were not able to secure appropriate childcare, thus presenting a barrier to their 
involvement. 
 Communication and Time were both identified as a barrier by 10% (105 of 1003) 
of respondents. Communication issues included a parent’s perception of lack of 
communication regarding school events and activities being delivered from the school, 
not enough prior notice to be able to participate in a school-related activity, or a poor 
level of communication between the teacher and parent. Time issues included both the 
scheduling of school events during the school day, preventing working parents from 
participating, and the scheduling of events during the evening and disrupting family and 
homework time. 
Participation in outside activities was identified as a barrier by 4% (36 of 1003) of 
respondents. Many respondents cited their children’s participation in athletics, scouting 
groups, religious organizations, and other activities outside of school as barriers. 
Respondents also identified their own participation in similar activities as barriers to their 
participation in their children’s educational activities. 
 Several respondents identified medical concerns as barriers to their involvement. 
Included in this were respondents who cared for aging or ill parents, respondents who 
were dealing with major medical issues involving themselves or their children, and 
respondents who had recently lost a spouse to a medical condition. Health concerns were 
identified by 3% (32 of 1003) respondents. 
 Issues related to being a single parent were identified by 2% (21 of 1003) 
respondents. Many of these respondents identified themselves as single parents in 
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addition to other items such as work schedules, dealing with multiple children involved in 
a variety of activities outside of school, and the presence of younger children in the 
home. The idea that educational activities are the responsibility of the child was espoused 
by four respondents. 
 
Inferential Questions: Research Questions 4 - 8 
 In analyzing parent and teacher perceptions of strength and weakness, responses 
to individual items were combined for each case to determine an average response for 
each of the nine dimensions considered by the School-Community Index. These nine sub-
scales include Parent Role, Student Role, Studying, Character, Reading, Academics, 
Communication, Common Experience, and Association. Table 22 identifies the items that 
were combined to determine the averages used in the analyses that follow. 
 
Table 22: Survey Items related to each Sub-Scale 
Sub-Scale Related Items 
Parent Role 1 – 6 
Student Role 7 – 12 
Studying 13 – 19 
Character 20 – 26 
Reading 27 – 32 
Academics 33 – 38 
Communication 39 – 47 
Common Experience 48 – 57 
Association 58 – 65 
 
 To determine the significance of the relationship between variables in the 
analyses that follow, a α-value of .01 was used. This value was used to determine 
significance for all analyses in questions four through eight. This threshold was 
determined to be appropriate as a result of the compounding Type 1 error caused by the 
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averaging of individual responses into a single average score for each respondent that 
represents each of the nine dimensions. A Tukey honestly significant difference (HSD) 
post hoc test was run for each significant result to determine which specific variable 
demonstrated significant relationships. For significant relationships, the mean difference 
(md) and significance level (p) are reported. 
  
Research Question 4 
What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement 
strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of parents from different grade levels 
and schools in the elementary (k-4) schools? 
 
 The average parent score developed for each of the nine dimensions was analyzed 
using Factorial ANOVA to determine the extent to which his or her response was 
impacted by the grade level of their child (k, 1, 2, 3, or 4), the school that their child 
attends (CVE, ECE, HES, or RES), or an interaction between the grade level and school 
of their child. In this test, parent response was treated as the dependent variable. The 
independent variables were the grade level of the child and the school that the child 
attends. This test was run using a 4x5 design for the elementary schools. Using the 
Factorial ANOVA, the researcher was able to observe the significance of each 
independent variable to the dependent variable, as well as the interaction between the 
independent variables as they relate to the dependent variable. Table 23 presents the 
degrees of freedom (df), F-value (F), and significance level (p) for each variable tested. 
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Table 23: ANOVA Results - 9 Dimensions x Year and School, K-4 
 Year School Year x SchoolDimension df error F p F p F p 
1. Role of Teacher/Parent 1139 2.297 .057 2.741 .042 1.703 .061 
2. Role of the Student 1139 .888 .470 5.114 .002 1.267 .232 
3. Studying and Homework 1139 7.973 .000 3.280 .020 1.939 .027 
4. Character Development 1139 .268 .899 5.582 .001 1.816 .041 
5. Reading 1139 5.535 .000 10.630 .000 1.501 .117 
6. Academic Development 1141 1.897 .109 6.447 .000 1.409 .155 
7. School-Home 
    Communication 
1140 5.435 .000 3.828 .010 1.432 .145 
8. Common Experience/ 
    School Climate 
1140 .783 .536 18.784 .000 1.254 .240 
9. Association of School  
    Community 
1140 2.534 .039 2.861 .036 1.021 .427 
 
 There were no significant mean differences found between the year a child is in 
school, the school that they attend, or the interaction between their year and school for 
either the first (Role of Teacher/Parent) or the ninth (Association of School Community) 
dimensions. However, for each of the other dimensions there was at least one mean 
differences found to be significant. It is interesting to note that all significant mean 
differences were found to be related either to the year of the child in school or the school 
the child attends, but not for the interaction between the year and the school for each of 
the nine dimensions as they related to parents of children in kindergarten through grade 4. 
 While the year in school (F(4, 1139) = .888, p = .470) and the interaction between the 
year and school (F(12, 1139) = 1.267, p = .232) were not significant as they relate to the role 
of the student, the mean differences between the school that a child attends and the role 
of the student was found to be significant (F(3, 1139) = 5.114, p = .002). This indicates that 
parent responses show a significant difference in parent perception of the role of the 
student based on the elementary school that their child attends. In analyzing this mean 
difference, parent scores from each of the four elementary schools were compared. Mean 
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scores ( X ) and standard deviations (sd) for each school for this dimension were as 
follows: CVE ( X  = 4.14, sd = .51762, n = 317), ECE ( X  = 3.99, sd = .55311, n = 241), 
HES ( X  = 4.11, sd = .51659, n = 231), and RES ( X  = 4.07, sd = .51659, n = 370). A 
Tukey HSD post hoc analysis was completed to determine which mean difference was 
significant. This analysis showed the mean difference between CVE and ECE to be 
significant (p = .004), with a mean difference of .1519, with parents of CVE students 
providing significantly higher scores than did ECE parents. 
 Dimension 3, studying at home, showed a significant mean difference with the 
child’s year in school (F(4, 1139) = 7.973, p= .000). This finding indicates that parents 
perceived the consistency and high expectations for the amount of time and activities that 
a child spends studying outside of school to be significantly related to the year that the 
child is in school. Mean scores ( X ) and standard deviations (sd) for each grade level 
were as follows: kindergarten ( X  = 3.55, sd = .45900, n = 168), first grade ( X  = 3.72, 
sd = .49438, n = 217), second grade ( X  = 3.81, sd = .47103, n = 251), third grade ( X  = 
3.67, sd = .49713, n = 258), and fourth grade ( X  = 3.68, sd = .49512, n = 265). The 
Tukey HSD post hoc analysis identified significant differences between the mean scores 
reported by parents of both first (md= .1700, p = .005) and second grade (md= .2559, p = 
.000) students as they compared to the scores reported by kindergarten students. These 
results indicate that parents of both first and second grade students reported that their 
children were held to higher, more consistent expectations for homework than those of 
kindergarten children. 
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 The fourth dimension, character development, also showed a significant mean 
difference to the child’s school, but not to either the child’s grade in school or the 
interaction between the year and the school. The mean difference between character 
development and the child’s year in school produced a significant calculated F-value of 
F(4, 1139) = 5.582, p= .001. Mean scores ( X ) and standard deviations (sd) for each grade 
level were as follows: CVE ( X  = 3.95, sd = .51453, n = 317), ECE ( X  = 3.83, sd = 
.45646, n = 241), HES ( X  = 3.97, sd = .53879, n = 231), and RES ( X  = 3.98, sd = 
.50334, n = 370). Post hoc analysis reveals a significant difference between the mean 
responses of parents from Rowan Elementary School and Evans City Elementary School. 
With a mean difference of .1387 (p= .002), the mean response for RES was significantly 
higher than the mean response for ECE. 
 The fifth dimension, reading, showed significant mean differences for both year 
and school, but not for the interaction between year and school. The results of the 
ANOVA showing the relationship between reading and year produced an F-value of F(4, 
1139) = 5.535, p= .000. This value was based on mean and standard deviations for each 
year as follows: kindergarten ( X  = 3.94, sd = .51865, n = 168), first grade ( X  = 4.05, sd 
= .52945, n = 217), second grade ( X  = 3.99, sd = .54003, n = 251), third grade ( X  = 
3.86, sd = .51541, n = 258), and fourth grade ( X  = 3.86, sd = .52744, n = 265). Tukey 
HSD analysis showed the significant difference to be between the first grade mean and 
both the third grade mean (md= .1885, p = .001) and the fourth grade mean (md- .1922, p 
= .001).  
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The ANOVA for the relationship between reading and school produced a 
significant F-value of F(3, 1139) = 10.603, p= .000. This value was based on mean and 
standard deviations for individual school of, CVE ( X  = 4.03, sd = .50284, n = 317), ECE 
( X  = 3.86, sd = .53393, n = 241), HES ( X  = 4.02, sd = .53430, n = 231), and RES ( X  
= 3.85, sd = .52965, n = 370). Post hoc analysis of these mean scores showed that the 
significant mean differences occurred between CVE and ECE (md= .1734, p = .001) and 
CVE and RES (md= .1884, p = .000). Significant mean differences also occurred 
between HES and ECE (md= .1598, p = .005) and HES and RES (md= .1748, p = .000). 
These results indicate that parents from CVE and HES rated their schools higher on the 
items related to reading than did parents from either ECE or RES. 
 Academic Development, the sixth dimension, had a significant mean difference 
with the school that the student attended. This mean difference yielded an F-value of F(3, 
1141) = 6.447, p= .000. This value was based on mean and standard deviations for 
individual school of, CVE ( X  = 3.74, sd = .63480, n = 317), ECE ( X  = 3.58, sd = 
.60181, n = 241), HES ( X  = 3.78, sd = .54603, n = 231), and RES ( X  = 3.62, sd = 
.62121, n = 370). Tukey HSD post hoc analysis showed that two significant mean 
differences in this group of means. The mean response for Haine Elementary School was 
significantly higher than the mean response for both Evans City Elementary (md = .1972, 
p = .002) and Rowan Elementary School (md = .1605, p = .008), indicating that Haine 
parents rated their school higher in the area of academic development than did parents of 
students at either Evans City Elementary or Rowan Elementary. 
 The seventh dimension, school–home communication, showed significant 
relationships for both year and school, but not for the interaction between year and 
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school. The results of the ANOVA showing the mean differences between school–home 
communication and year produced an F-value of F(4, 1140) = 5.435, p= .000. This value was 
based on mean and standard deviations for each year as follows: kindergarten ( X  = 
3.8088, sd = .46646, n = 168), first grade ( X  = 3.71, sd = .54664, n = 217), second grade 
( X  = 3.64, sd = .50851, n = 251), third grade ( X  = 3.59, sd = .51787, n = 258), and 
fourth grade ( X  = 3.60, sd = .52844, n = 265). Post hoc analysis of these means 
indicated that the significant differences occurred between the mean score for 
kindergarten parents and those for second (md = .1691, p = .009), third (md = .2230, p = 
.000), and fourth grade (md = .2057, p = .000) parents. These results indicate that 
kindergarten parents felt that they had stronger lines of communication with their child’s 
teachers than did parents of children in the upper grades.  
The ANOVA for the relationship between school–home communication and 
school produced a significant F-value of F(3, 1140) = 3.828, p= .010. This value was based 
on mean and standard deviations for individual school of, CVE ( X  = 3.70, sd = .48183, 
n = 317), ECE ( X  = 3.64, sd = .48945, n = 241), HES ( X  = 3.73, sd = .55205, n = 231), 
and RES ( X  = 3.59, sd = .54700, n = 370). These mean scores produced one significant 
mean difference. This was between mean scores for Haine Elementary and Rowan 
Elementary and produced a mean difference of .1400, with a significance level of p = 
.007, and indicate that Haine parents ranked their school higher on items related to 
home/school communication than did Rowan parents. 
 The eighth dimension, common experience / school climate, showed a significant 
mean difference for school, but not for year or the interaction between year and school. 
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The calculated F-value for this relationship was F(3, 1140) = 18.784, p= .000. This F-value 
is very large and indicates significant differences in the perception of parent respondents 
between the schools. The means used to calculate this F-value were: CVE ( X  = 4.17, sd 
= .50298, n = 317), ECE ( X  = 3.99, sd = .44762, n = 241), HES ( X  = 4.24, sd = .43522, 
n = 231), and RES ( X  = 3.99, sd = .50984, n = 370). Significant mean differences 
occurred between the means for both CVE and HES and ECE and RES. The Tukey HSD 
showed that the mean score for CVE was significantly different than the mean scores of 
ECE (md = .1762, p = .000) and RES (md = .1829, p = .000). The post hoc analysis also 
showed the mean score for HES was significantly different from the mean scores of ECE 
(md = .2448, p = .000) and RES (md = .2515, p = .000). These differences indicate that 
parents from CVE and HES ranked their schools higher on items related to common 
school experience and school climate than parents at ECE and RES ranked their schools 
on these items. 
 The analysis of responses for parents representing the four k-4 elementary schools 
yielded a number of significant responses that identified differences in parent perceptions 
across grade levels or between buildings. These results may indicate a lack of consistency 
in programming and delivery in grade levels or schools across the district. However, 
because there were no significant mean differences seen in the interaction between grade 
level and school, it could be interpreted that differences in perception are attributable to 
either parents in a particular grade level across the district (e.g., the responses of first 
grade parents in all four school as compared to the responses of third grade parents in all 
four schools) or parents from a particular school (e.g., the responses of CVE parents as 
compared to RES parents). 
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Research Question 5 
What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement 
strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of parents from different grade levels 
and schools in the elementary-middle (5-6) schools? 
 
 The average parent score developed for each of the nine dimensions was analyzed 
using Factorial ANOVA to determine the extent to which his or her response was 
impacted by the grade level of their child (5 or 6), the school that their child attends 
(ECMS or HMS), or an interaction between the grade level and school of their child. In 
this test, parent response was treated as the dependent variable. The independent 
variables were the grade level of the child and the school that the child attends. This test 
was run using a 2x2 design for the elementary-middle schools. Using the Factorial 
ANOVA, the researcher was able to observe the significance of each independent 
variable to the dependent variable, as well as the interaction between the independent 
variables as they relate to the dependent variable. Table 24 presents the degrees of 
freedom (df), F-value (F), and significance level (p) for each variable tested for question 
five. 
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Table 24: ANOVA Results - 9 Dimensions x Year and School, 5-6 
 Year School Year x SchoolDimension df error F p F p F p 
1. Role of Teacher/Parent 507 .305 .571 1.697 .193 .848 .358 
2. Role of the Student 507 .737 .391 4.563 .033 .078 .780 
3. Studying and Homework 507 1.674 .196 .484 .487 1.356 .245 
4. Character Development 507 .244 .622 2.458 .118 .345 .557 
5. Reading 507 .090 .765 1.587 .208 2.197 .139 
6. Academic Development 507 .067 .796 6.955 .009 .171 .679 
7. School-Home Communication 507 .017 .897 4.988 .026 .701 .403 
8. Common Experience/ 
    School Climate 
507 2.897 .089 4.824 .029 3.968 .047 
9. Association of School  
    Community 
507 1.945 .164 1.030 .311 .066 .797 
 
Unlike the results for parents of children in kindergarten through grade four, when 
comparing the responses of parents of children in grades five and six from the two 5-6 
elementary-middle schools only one mean difference was found to be significant. This 
contrast could be attributable to the fact that there are only two schools being compared 
as opposed to four for elementary parents, or it could be attributable to a more consistent 
program and implementation in those two elementary-middle schools for fifth and sixth 
grade students. 
 The lone significant mean difference was seen in the relationship between the 
school that the child attends and academic development. This relationship produced a 
calculated F-value of F(1, 507)= 6.955, p= .009. This score was calculated based on mean 
scores ( X ) and standard deviations (sd) of: ECMS ( X  = 3.69, sd = .64987, n = 247), 
HMS ( X  = 3.54, sd = .65080, n = 264).  
 All other relationships that were investigated in relation to question five were 
found to be insignificant. 
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Research Question 6 
What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement 
strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of teachers from different schools in 
the elementary (k-4) schools? 
 
 The average teacher score developed for each of the nine dimensions was 
analyzed using a One-Way ANOVA to determine the extent to which his or her response 
was impacted by the school in which they teach. In this test, teacher response was treated 
as the dependent variable. The independent variable was the school in which they work 
(CVE, ECE, HES, RES). Table 25 presents the calculated F-value (F) and significance 
level (p) for each variable tested for question six. 
 
Table 25: ANOVA Results - 9 Dimensions x School, K-4 Teachers 
Dimension df total F p 
1. Role of Teacher/Parent 150 7.780 .000 
2. Role of the Student 150 1.114 .345 
3. Studying and Homework 150 1.748 .160 
4. Character Development 150 2.094 .104 
5. Reading 150 2.661 .050 
6. Academic Development 150 1.474 .224 
7. School-Home Communication 150 4.979 .003 
8. Common Experience/School Climate 150 4.1914 .007 
9. Association of School Community 150 2.167 .094 
 
 When examining the perceptions of teachers in the k-4 elementary schools, 
significant mean differences were found in three of the nine dimensions, role of the 
teacher/parent, school-home communication, and common experience/school climate. 
Teacher responses did not indicate significant differences in the remaining six 
dimensions based on the school in which the respondent teaches. 
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 In the first dimension, role of teacher/parent, the ANOVA produced a calculated 
F-value of F(3, 150) = 7.780, p = .000. This calculated value for F indicates that teacher 
responses were significantly impacted by the school in which the teacher worked. This F-
value was based on the following mean scores ( X ) and standard deviations (sd): CVE 
( X  = 3.83, sd = .86451, n = 34), ECE ( X  = 2.93, sd = .89044, n=36), HES ( X  = 3.41, 
sd = .71157, n = 41), and RES ( X  = 3.43, sd = .64362, n = 40). Post hoc analysis 
revealed that the only significant mean difference was between mean scores for CVE 
teachers as they related to ECE teachers. This relationship produced a mean difference of           
md = .8939 with a significance of p = .000, and indicated that CVE teachers rated their 
school significantly higher than Evans City Elementary teachers did on items related to 
the role of the teacher at their school. 
 For dimension seven, school-home communication, the ANOVA produced a 
significant calculated value for F of F(3, 150) = 4.979, p = .003. This value also indicated 
that teacher responses were impacted by the school in which the teacher worked. This 
value was calculated using the following mean scores ( X ) and standard deviations (sd): 
CVE ( X  = 3.91, sd = .44846, n = 34), ECE ( X  = 3.68, sd = .37705, n=36), HES ( X  = 
4.01, sd = .41575, n = 41), and RES ( X  = 3.98, sd = .36304, n = 40). These results were 
produced by significant differences between responses from teachers at both Haine 
Elementary School and Rowan Elementary School with the responses of teachers from 
Evans City Elementary School, with teachers from both schools rating their school higher 
than Evans City teachers rated their school on items related to school-home 
communication. The mean difference between HES and ECE was based on a mean 
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difference of .32405, with a significance level of p = .003. The mean difference between 
RES and ECE was based on a mean difference of .29329, with a significance level of p = 
.010. 
 The calculated F-value for dimension eight, common experience and school 
climate, also showed a significant mean difference between the teacher’s response and 
the school in which he or she worked. This value, F(3, 150) = 4.191, p = .007, was based on 
mean scores ( X ) and standard deviations (sd) for each school as follows: CVE ( X  = 
4.24, sd = .60057, n = 34), ECE ( X  = 3.81, sd = .63892, n = 36), HES ( X  = 3.99, sd = 
.45180, n = 41), and RES ( X  = 4.08, sd = .39171, n = 40). Tukey HSD post hoc analysis 
showed that this result was based on a significant difference between the mean ratings of 
teachers from CVE and those of teachers from ECE, with CVE teachers rating their 
school higher on items related to common experience and school climate. This 
relationship produced a mean difference of .43219, with a significance of p = .004. 
 
Research Question 7 
What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement 
strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of teachers from different schools in 
the elementary-middle (5-6) schools? 
 
 The average teacher score developed for each of the nine dimensions was 
analyzed using a One-Way ANOVA to determine the extent to which his or her response 
was impacted by the school in which they teach. In this test, teacher response was treated 
as the dependent variable. The independent variable was the school in which they work 
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(ECMS or HMS). Table 26 presents the calculated F-value (F) and significance level (p) 
for each variable tested for question 7. 
 
Table 26: ANOVA Results - 9 Dimensions x School, 5-6 Teachers 
Dimension df total F p 
1. Role of Teacher/Parent 59 .019 .892
2. Role of the Student 59 .050 .825
3. Studying and Homework 59 .340 .562
4. Character Development 59 .018 .895
5. Reading 59 4.650 .035
6. Academic Development 59 .421 .519
7. School-Home Communication 59 1.062 .307
8. Common Experience/School Climate 59 1.146 .289
9. Association of School Community 59 .235 .629
 
 Just as there were fewer significant mean differences found between parent 
responses in k-4 elementary schools compared to 5-6 elementary-middle schools, there is 
an even more striking lack of significance in the perception of teachers in the 5-6 
elementary-middle schools as compared to the k-4 elementary schools. In fact, there was 
not a single significant calculated F-value developed when investigating the perceptions 
of 5-6 elementary-middle school teachers as they related to the nine dimensions. 
 As with the parent responses, this finding could be attributed to the fact that there 
are only two schools being compared or it could be attributed to a more consistent 
programmatic implementation in those schools as compared to the four elementary 
schools. 
 
Research Question 8 
What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement among and 
between groups of parents based on age, socio-economic status and education level? 
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 The average parent score developed for each of the nine dimensions was analyzed 
using 3-factor analysis of variance (3x2x3 ANOVA) to determine the extent to which his 
or her response was impacted by their age, socio-economic status, and educational level, 
or an interaction between those variables. In this test, the average parent response was 
treated as the dependent variable. The independent variables were the age of the parent, 
the family’s socio-economic status, and educational level of the parent who completed 
the survey. The independent variable of age had three groups, 24 – 33 years of age, 34 – 
43 years of age, and 44 years an older. The independent variable of socio-economic status 
had two groups that will be determined by whether or not the family is eligible to 
participate in the federal free/reduced lunch program. The independent variable of the 
parent’s education level also had three groups, high school graduate, college graduate, or 
the achievement of an advanced degree. Using the 3-factor analysis of variance, the 
researcher was able to observe the significance of each independent variable to the 
dependent variable, as well as the interaction between the independent variables as they 
relate to the dependent variable. Table 27 presents the degrees of freedom (df), calculated 
F-value (F), and significance level (p) for each variable tested for question 8. 
 In analyzing data and identifying significant mean differences between each of 
the nine dimensions as they related to age, poverty, education level, and the interaction 
between combinations of each of those independent variables, 63 separate F-values were 
calculated. Of these, only six values were found to be significant. These six significant 
calculated F-values were associated with only two of the nine dimensions, school-home 
communication and association of the school community. This data is displayed in table 
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30. Post hoc analysis was completed for each significant relationship. However, post hoc 
analysis could not be performed for relationships related to poverty because there were 
less than three groups for this variable. 
 Dimension seven, school-home communication, showed significant mean 
differences for both education (F(2, 1488) = 5.116, p = .006) and for the interaction between 
poverty and education (F(2, 1488) = 6.399, p = .002). The significant F-value for the 
difference between education and school-home communication indicates that the 
respondent’s perception of the level and type of communication between the school and 
home is influenced by the educational level achieved by the respondent. The mean score 
for the group of parents with “Some High School or High School Graduate” was X  = 
3.65 (sd = .54311, n = 188). For the group of parents that had “Some College or College 
Graduate” was X  = 3.61 (sd = .52299, n = 1055). The scores of parents with an 
“Advanced Degree” produced a mean of X  = 3.59 (sd = .52739, n = 262). Although the 
difference between the mean ratings for education levels is small in magnitude, there 
does appear to be a significant difference. 
Post hoc analysis for these mean scores revealed no significant mean differences 
between specific education levels even though the results of the ANOVA indicated 
significance. This result may have occurred because the TUKEY post-hoc analysis test 
produced a more conservative statistical result than did the ANOVA. Thus, the impact of 
the parent’s educational level on school-home communication is unclear and should be 
interpreted cautiously.  
Interestingly, although the mean differences were not significant, the mean scores 
for parents with lower levels of education tended to be higher than mean scores for 
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parents with higher levels of education. This could indicate that parents with higher levels 
of education had higher expectations for school-home communication than their less 
educated peers, resulting in lower ranking scores for these items. It also could indicate 
that parents with lower levels of education felt that they received more communication 
and were better connected with their child’s teacher than did parents with higher levels of 
education. However, as previously stated, these results should be interpreted cautiously. 
Likewise, the respondent’s perception of the communication between school and 
home is also influenced by the interaction between the respondent’s level of education 
and their home income. This F-value was based on the interaction between six different 
mean scores that include the mean scores of parents from each of the three education 
levels for each of the two poverty levels tested. The mean scores for parent groups that 
did not participate in the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch program for each of the 
education levels are, Some High School or High School Graduate ( X  = 3.62, sd = 
.55095, n = 152), Some College or College Graduate ( X  = 3.62, sd = .51114, n = 998), 
and Advanced Degree ( X  = 3.57 sd = .52238, n = 259). The mean scores for parent 
groups that did participate in the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch program for each of 
the education levels are, Some High School or High School Graduate ( X  = 3.75, sd = 
.50235, n = 36), Some College or College Graduate ( X  = 3.52, sd = .69887, n = 57), and 
Advanced Degree ( X  = 4.26, sd = .65105, n = 3). Post hoc analysis could not be 
completed on these means because one variable, Poverty, had less than three possible 
responses. 
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There were four significant F-values associated with the ninth dimension, 
association of the school community. These significant values were seen in each of the 
three individual independent variables as well as in the interaction between the variables 
of poverty and education level. For age, the calculated F-value was F(2, 1488) = 5.976, p = 
.003. This F-value was based on the following mean scores for the age groups reported 
by parents, 24 – 33 ( X  = 3.70, sd = .51518, n = 150), 34 – 43 ( X  = 3.57 sd = .47497, n 
= 1002), and 44+ ( X  = 3.48 sd = .52563, n = 150).  Post hoc analysis revealed 
significant mean differences between the mean responses for parents aged 24 – 33 and 
parents aged 34 – 43 (md = .1272, p = .008) and parents aged 44+ (md = .2196, p = .000). 
Analysis also revealed that the mean score for parents aged 34 – 43 were significantly 
higher than the mean score for parents aged 44+ (md = .0924, p = .006). These results 
indicate that younger parents felt that they were better connected to their school 
community than did older parents, regardless of their education or poverty level.  
For poverty, the calculated F-value was F(1, 1488) = 9.203, p = .002. This value was 
calculated on the mean scores of parent responses grouped according to participation in 
the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch program. Responses of parents who did not 
participate in the program produced a mean score of X  = 3.55, with a standard deviation 
of sd = .48980, based on n = 1409 group members. Responses of parents who did 
participate in the program produced a mean score of X  = 3.67, with a standard deviation 
of sd = .55181, based on n = 96 group members. Post hoc analysis could not be 
performed because the Poverty variable allowed less than three response options. 
For education level, the calculated F-value was F(2, 1488) = 6.441, p = .002. The 
mean score for the group of parents with “Some High School or High School Graduate” 
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was X  = 3.64 (sd = .50503, n = 188). For the group of parents that had “Some College or 
College Graduate” was X  = 3.56 (sd = .48521, n = 1055). The scores of parents with an 
“Advanced Degree” produced a mean of X  = 3.49 (sd = .51579, n = 262). Post hoc 
analysis of these mean responses indicates that parents who have some high school or are 
high school graduates feel that they have a stronger relationship with their school 
community than parents with an advanced degree (md = .1556, p = .003). Again, this 
could be due to higher expectations on the part of parents with higher levels of education. 
It could also indicate that parents with higher levels of education have less time to 
associate with members of their school community than do their peers with lesser levels 
of education. Parent responses for the association of the school community were also 
significantly impacted by the interaction between the level of education and the poverty 
level of the respondent. For this interaction, the calculated F-value was F(2, 1488) = 6.441, p 
= .001. This F-value was based on the interaction between six different mean scores that 
include the mean scores of parents from each of the three education levels for each of the 
two poverty levels tested. The mean scores for parent groups that did not participate in 
the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch program for each of the education levels are, Some 
High School or High School Graduate ( X  = 3.60, sd = .50505, n = 152), Some College 
or College Graduate ( X  = 3.56 sd = .48073, n = 998), and Advanced Degree ( X  = 3.48 
sd = .50958, n = 259). The mean scores for parent groups that did participate in the 
Federal Free and Reduced Lunch program for each of the education levels are, SomeHigh 
School or High School Graduate ( X  = 3.81, sd = .47668, n = 36), Some College or 
College Graduate ( X  = 3.55, sd = .56265, n = 57), and Advanced Degree ( X  = 4.17, sd 
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= .72169, n = 3). As for other relationships involving the Poverty variable, post hoc 
analysis could not be completed because this variable provided less than three choices for 
parent response. 
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Table 27: ANOVA Results - 9 Dimensions x Age, Poverty, and Education Level, K-6 Parents 
 Age Poverty Education Age x Poverty 
Age x 
Education 
Poverty x 
Education 
Age x 
Poverty x 
Education Dimension 
Df 
error F P F P F p F p F p F p F P 
1. Role of  
Teacher/Parent 1487 .803 .448 .494 .482 1.871 .154 .299 .742 .430 .787 1.604 .201 .063 .979 
2. Role of the 
    Student 1487 .015 .985 .245 .621 2.312 .099 .304 .738 .332 .856 .847 .429 .137 .938 
3. Studying 
  and Homework 1487 4.172 .016 .265 .607 2.681 .069 4.219 .015 1.560 .183 1.143 .319 .530 .661 
4. Character  
   Development 1487 1.326 .266 .247 .619 .330 .719 2.910 .055 .047 .996 .127 .881 .529 .662 
5. Reading 1487 2.702 .067 .575 .448 2.222 .109 .897 .408 .435 .784 .983 .375 .458 .712 
6. Academic  
    Development 1489 1.132 .323 1.099 .295 3.856 .021 1.514 .220 .838 .501 2.353 .095 .296 .828 
7. School-Home 
 Communication 1488 4.522 .011 5.216 .023 5.116 .006 2.862 .057 1.058 .376 6.399 .002 1.021 .382 
8. Common 
   Experience / 
   School 
Climate 
1488 .971 .379 1.466 .226 1.083 .339 1.211 .298 1.470 .209 1.081 .340 1.402 .240 
9. Association 
of 
    School 
   Community 
1488 5.976 .003 9.203 .002 6.441 .002 2.351 .096 1.644 .161 7.060 .001 2.810 .038 
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Focus Groups 
 On March 16, 2007, the researcher held five focus group discussions, one at each 
elementary (k-4) school building plus a combined focus group discussion for the two 
elementary-middle (5-6) buildings. For the purposes of the focus group discussions, the 
Haine Middle School and Evans City Middle School buildings were combined to form 
one focus group for grades five and six. Focus groups at the four elementary school 
buildings, CVE, Evans City, Haine, and Rowan Elementary schools consisted of parents 
representing kindergarten through grade four, the grades located in those buildings. 
During these focus groups the researcher was accompanied by an assistant who recorded 
notes while the researcher facilitated discussion. 
The focus group participants were selected at random from the roster of students 
enrolled in each particular school. Three randomly selected participants from each grade 
level at each building site were invited to take part in an hour-long small group 
discussion that sought to expand upon and deepen the information developed from the 
survey forms.  
 Table 28 identifies the number of participants that were invited from each school, 
as well as the number of participants who actually attended the discussion and the 
number of children that they represented. Symbolic of the reduced parental involvement 
seen in middle schools, the final focus group meeting of the day, which was intended for 
parents of fifth- and sixth-grade students, was not held because none of the invited 
parents were present to participate in the discussion. Although there were no participants 
in the focus group designated for fifth- and sixth-grade parents, six of the parents that 
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attended the k-4 elementary parent discussion groups also represented fifth- or sixth-
grade children and provided input based on their experience with both the k-4 elementary 
schools and the 5-6 elementary-middle schools. As a result of the lack of attendance at 
the middle-school meeting and the representation of fifth- and sixth-grade families in the 
k-4 meetings, the elementary-middle school focus group meeting was not rescheduled. 
 
Table 28: Focus Group Participants at each school 
 
Following a semi-structured interview format, the researcher led group 
participants in a discussion that was guided by the Focus Group Discussion Questions 
that are presented in Appendix 5. Typed notes of the discussion were taken by the 
researcher’s assistant, and discussion group participants were asked to sign an Informed 
Consent form prior to the beginning of the discussion. 
Parent discussion in the focus groups was similar in content and nature to the 
information presented in the results of the parent survey. As a warm-up discussion, 
participants were asked to interpret the phrase “parental involvement”. While discussion 
centered on topics such as homework and studying at home, participants also talked about 
assisting with classroom parties, science fair projects, classroom newsletters, and 
School Grades Participants Invited 
Participants 
Attended 
Students 
Represented 
CVE k-4 15 4 9 
Evans City 
Elementary k-4 15 3 7 
Haine Elementary k-4 15 6 9 
Rowan k-4 15 8 15 
Evans City / Haine 
Middle Schools 5-6 12 0 0 
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participation in parent-teacher organizations. Participants also identified that the parent’s 
relationship with the classroom teacher and other “interesting family dynamics” impacted 
their involvement in their child’s educational program. 
Parents were asked to describe their current involvement in their children’s 
educational programs. Participants in each group discussed helping their children with 
their homework as the main way that they can support this children’s educational 
programming. The ability to communicate with their children’s teachers and develop a 
better understanding of their children’s needs was also important to participants. Some 
parents were concerned that the teachers were “weaning the parents out too early”, 
though, and thought that there occasionally was too much pressure being placed on 
students to achieve good grades. 
Although one parent expressed that they don’t like to get too involved and try to 
stay away from their child’s school work, this was clearly the minority opinion. Parents 
identified a number of ways that they would like to become more involved either directly 
in their child’s program or with the school district in general. Ideas expressed ranged 
from observing a classroom to see how instruction was being provided to being able to 
chaperone class field trips and parties. Parents would like to be more involved in parent-
teacher organization activities and expressed an interest in having more access to meet 
with teachers, including the scheduling of a second parent-teacher conference day each 
year. On the district level parents were interested in participating in focus group 
discussions dealing with the district’s academic curriculum. 
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Focus group participants tended to agree with the items identified by survey 
respondents as either strengths or weaknesses. Participants would like to see several 
focus group discussions held throughout the district at different times during the school 
year to enable the community to voice their opinion on items that impact the district or 
the curriculum. They felt that improved communication and consistency were the keys to 
improving the district. Parents expressed that improving these two areas would have a 
significant impact on the quality and perception of the school district. 
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CHAPTER 5 
INTERPRETATION 
Introduction 
 Although there is very little that schools can do to control the behaviors and 
experiences of students once they exit the school doors each afternoon, this researcher 
believes that educators can control the factors leading to student success within schools 
each day. One of those factors is parental involvement. This researcher also believes 
there are actions taken, policies enacted, comments made, and decisions reached which 
parents see as barriers to their involvement in their child’s education. If public educators 
hope to correct those perceptions, make schools more welcoming, and support higher 
levels of parental involvement with the goal of making students more successful, they 
must first identify and acknowledge those shortcomings.  
 After identifying those areas which parents perceive to be barriers to their 
involvement in their child’s educational program the school can develop an action plan to 
correct them. This plan could include professional education activities focusing on the 
development of two-way communication methods between the home and school, 
supporting parental involvement, and other areas determined by the study. The plan could 
also include activities to bring parents and teachers together for discussion, education, 
and social interactions aimed at strengthening the relationships between teacher and 
parent. 
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Summary of Findings 
Research Question 1 
What do parents and teachers perceive to be the strengths of parent involvement 
programs in elementary and elementary-middle schools? 
 
 Parents who completed the survey identified eight of the 65 items on the survey as 
strengths. The items identified as strengths by parents predominantly focused on the high 
expectations that are set by the school, teachers, and parents in the areas of student 
behavior and school building maintenance and security. Areas of strength with an 
academic focus dealt with the encouragement of students to do their best and complete 
their homework on time. 
 Teachers identified 21 of the items as strengths. These items focused on 
expectations for students as well as the interactions between teachers, students, and 
parents. Teachers identified five items dealing with parent/teacher communication as 
areas of strength, only one of which was identified by parents as a strength. Teachers also 
identified a number of academic items related to student preparation for future academic 
experiences and reading as strengths.  
 There were six items that were identified as strengths by both parents and 
teachers. Four of these items focused on expectations for student behavior, one with 
written communication between teachers and parents, and one with building safety. 
 The results showed a large discrepancy between the number of items identified as 
strengths by parents and teachers, with parents identifying about 12% of items as 
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strengths, while teachers identified 32% of the items as strengths. A possible explanation 
for this is that teachers may have perceived the completion of the survey as a type of self-
evaluation. On the other hand, parents were evaluating their child’s school and 
educational experience when they were completing the survey. This difference in 
perception could have caused teachers to rank the survey items more positively than 
parents because they wanted to rank their school and, by association, themselves highly. 
 
Research Question 2 
What do parents and teachers perceive to be the weaknesses of parent involvement 
programs in elementary and elementary-middle schools? 
 
Both parents and teachers identified seven items as weaknesses when completing 
the survey, four of which were identified as weaknesses by both parents and teachers. 
Parents and teachers agree that they are not included in the making of important decisions 
at their child’s schools, that the schools do not have a consistent homework policy, which 
teachers do not visit the homes of their students, and that students are not routinely used 
to tutor other students. These survey findings were also supported by parents at each of 
the parent focus group discussions. 
 Three of these items, those dealing with parent and teacher involvement in the 
decision making process, the development of a consistent homework policy, and peer 
tutoring are areas that the district may see as areas of importance, as an improvement in 
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these areas could bring about an improvement in both community perception of the 
schools and improved student achievement. 
 The remaining item, home visits by teachers, was the item ranked the lowest by 
both parents and teachers. Additionally, during the focus group discussions that were part 
of this study parents were mixed but mainly against the idea of teacher home visits, with 
only one parent expressing a desire for these visits. This parent invites the teachers of 
each of her four daughters to dinner at the family home twice each year, once in the fall 
and once in the spring. Given the minimal desire for these visits that is expressed by 
parents, teachers and administrators in the district must determine if the inherent safety 
risks of having teachers making home visits is worth the positive impact that the visits 
may create. 
 
Research Question 3 
What do parents perceive to be barriers to their involvement in their child’s educational 
program in elementary and elementary-middle schools? 
 
 In addition to the School-Community Survey, parents were also asked to respond 
to four questions on a sheet of additional questions. The first three questions were 
designed to provide additional demographic data on parent respondents for use in the 
analysis of inferential questions. Alternatively, the fourth question provided parents the 
opportunity to identify what they perceived to be the largest barriers to their involvement 
in their children’s education in an open-ended format. The question read, “Most parents 
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and educators understand the importance of parents being involved in their child’s 
educational program at home and at school. However, occasionally there are 
circumstances that prevent this. What prevents you from being more involved in your 
child’s educational program?” Approximately 60% of all parents who completed the 
survey responded to this question. Of the 1,003 parents who responded, 783 provided at 
least one answer to the question, while the remaining 220 provided up to four different 
responses. 
 While fully 40% of parents said that they perceived no barriers to their 
involvement, other respondent identified a number of items as barriers. Responses were 
coded into nine separate items, including “none”, “work”, “time”, “siblings”, 
“communication”, “health”, “outside activities”, “child’s responsibility”, and “issues 
related to being a single parent”.  
Leading this list of personal barriers, issues related to “work”, including work and 
work-related travel schedules as well as the necessity of working more than one job were 
identified as barriers by 41% of parents. Another 10% of parents identified “time”, 
including the scheduling of school events during the school day, as a barrier. These two 
items should cause the district to think carefully about how they schedule parent 
involvement activities, taking into account the constraints of working parents. 
Behind “work” and “none”, “younger siblings” were identified as the third highest 
rated barrier to parental involvement. Some reasons that parents identified having 
younger children as being a barrier included the presence of a school or classroom policy 
prohibiting younger children coming into the classroom as well as parent discomfort in 
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bringing the younger child to the classroom. Parents who attended the focus group 
discussions agreed that this was a barrier, but explained that younger children 
occasionally are disruptive to the classroom environment and parents are sometimes 
required to focus more of their energy dealing with the younger child than working with 
the children in the classroom. As a result of these issues, some focus group participants 
felt that the development of such classroom or school policies may have been justified. 
One solution to this barrier would be for the school to work with parent groups to develop 
either a child-care program or a list of other parents who would be willing to provide 
child-care for parents of young children who wanted to assist in their older child’s 
classroom. 
“Communication” was identified as a barrier by 10% of parents. Some of the 
specific issues related to communication included a lack of information regarding school 
events being sent home to parents, limited advanced notice of school events, and a 
perception of a poor level of communication between the teacher and the parent. 
Communication, though identified as a barrier by only 10% of parents, runs through 
every aspect of education. The district should focus its efforts on developing consistent 
communication methods to improve parent and community perceptions and help to 
overcome other barriers, as well. 
Items identified as barriers by parents in this study echo the barriers previously 
identified by researchers including Winnail, et al (2000), Davies (n.d.), Levine (2002), 
and Plevyak (2003). 
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Research Question 4 
What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement 
strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of parents from different grade levels 
and schools in the elementary (k-4) schools? 
 
 Parent responses to each of the 65 items on the survey were combined to create a 
composite score for each of the nine dimensions considered in the School-Community 
Survey. These nine dimensions include Parent Role, Student Role, Studying, Character, 
Reading, Academics, Communication, Common Experience, and Association. The 
composite score for each of these dimensions was then analyzed in order to determine if 
parent perception was affected by the school that they child attends, their child’s grade 
level, or the interaction between the school and the grade of their child.  
Of the 27 possible interactions observed in the analysis of parent responses for 
this question, only eight were found to be significant. Three of the significant differences 
occurred between a dimension (e.g., studying at home) and year and five occurred 
between a dimension (e.g., role of the student, reading and school). There were no 
significant differences between means for the nine dimensions and the interaction 
between the year and school variables. 
Two of the three dimensions for which mean differences were observed based on 
the grade of a child in school involved differences between the mean rating of 
kindergarten parents and the parents of children in other grade levels. In the area of 
studying at home, the significant differences between the mean ratings of kindergarten 
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parents and the ratings of parents of first and second grade children indicate that the 
parents of the older children felt that their children were held to higher, more consistent 
expectations for homework and other work that was required to be completed outside of 
the regular school day than did parents of kindergarten children.  
While this result was not surprising, it should be noted that there was not a 
significant difference between the ratings of kindergarten parents and the ratings of 
parents of children in third through sixth grade. All students in the district should be held 
to consistent and high expectations for their work outside of school in order to support 
higher levels of achievement across the district. 
Likewise, significant differences were observed between the mean ratings of 
kindergarten parents and those of second, third, and fourth grade parents in the dimension 
of school-home communication. In this dimension, the mean rating for kindergarten 
parents indicated that they felt that they had stronger lines of communication with their 
children’s teachers than did the parents of the older children. This was also not an 
unexpected finding, as kindergarten classrooms tend to have a great deal of parent 
participation in support of student learning, classroom activities, and programs. 
In the dimensions for which there were significant mean differences based on the 
school for which the parent was responding, the observed differences were spread among 
each of the four elementary schools. However, for dimensions that showed significant 
mean differences between other schools and Evans City Elementary, parents from other 
schools consistently provided higher mean ratings than did parents from Evans City 
Elementary School. For the second dimension, role of the student, parents of CVE 
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students provided a higher mean rating than did parents of ECE students. In the fourth 
dimension, character development, RES parents provided a higher mean rating than did 
parents of ECE students. In the area of reading, CVE parents provided a higher mean 
rating than did parents from ECE. In the area of academic development, HES parents 
rated their school higher than did ECE parents, and in the area of common 
experience/school climate CVE parents again rated their school higher than did ECE 
parents.  
With the exception of character development, in which RES parents rated their 
school higher than did ECE parents, a similar trend was demonstrated by parents from 
Rowan Elementary School. In each of the dimensions for which significant mean 
differences were observed between RES parent ratings and parent ratings from other 
schools, RES parents provided a lower mean rating than did other parents. Other than for 
the noted dimension of character development, each time a significant mean difference 
was observed the difference was between RES parent ratings and HES parent ratings. 
Areas where this relationship occurred were reading, academic development, home-
school communication, and common experience/school climate. 
These results are interesting in that RES is the most affluent of the district’s 
elementary schools while ECE is the least affluent. One might expect that a more affluent 
school would receive higher ratings from its parents; however, that was not the situation 
in the case of Rowan. These findings should cause district and building administrators to 
look closely at programming offered in the elementary schools to determine why ECE 
and RES parents rated their schools lower than did parents of other schools. 
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Research Question 5 
What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement 
strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of parents from different grade levels 
and schools in the elementary-middle (5-6) schools? 
 
 Responses for parents of children in the district’s elementary-middle schools were 
analyzed in a similar manner to those of the elementary parents. Composite rating scores 
were determined for each of the nine dimensions previously described and these mean 
ratings were analyzed to determine significant differences between the means. Unlike the 
ratings for elementary parents, however, the 27 possible interactions between ratings for 
elementary-middle school parents only produced one significant mean difference. This 
significant difference was seen between ratings of parents from Evans City Middle 
School [ECMS] and Haine Middle School [HMS] in the area of academic development. 
In this dimension, ECMS parents provided a higher mean rating than did HMS parents. 
 This lack of significant differences could be attributable to the fact that only two 
schools were being compared or that programming between the two elementary-middle 
schools is more consistent. 
 
Research Question 6 
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What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement 
strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of teachers from different schools in 
the elementary (k-4) schools? 
 
 Just as parent ratings were compared to determine significant differences between 
means between schools for each of the nine dimensions, teacher ratings were similarly 
compared. Because the teacher survey form did not provide an opportunity for teachers to 
identify the grade level that they teach, the school in which they teach is the only 
comparison that is able to be made. As a result, analysis for teacher data was completed 
using a one-way ANOVA that produced one result for each of the nine dimensions. 
These analyses produced three significant mean differences among the nine dimensions, 
in the areas of role of the teacher/parent, school-home communication, and common 
experience/school climate.  
 Based on the demographic make-up of its community and the age of the school 
building itself, the Evans City Elementary School community seems to have the 
perception that it is of less importance to the school district than other schools. In fact, the 
results for teacher ratings mimic those of parent ratings. For each of the three areas with 
significant mean differences, teachers from Evans City Elementary School provided 
lower mean ratings than did teachers from the other elementary schools. In the areas of 
the role of the teacher and common experience/school climate, CVE teachers provided 
mean ratings that were significantly higher than did ECE teachers. In the area of home-
school communication, teachers from both RES and HES provided a higher mean rating 
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than did teachers at ECE. The lower ratings of both teachers and parents at ECE are 
indicative of their perception of the overall value of the school. For these ratings to 
improve, school and district officials need to take a close look at this perception and work 
to improve the culture of this school community. The preponderance of the research has 
shown that changing this perception could have a profound impact on student 
achievement (See, for example, Sanders & Epstein, 1998, Henderson & Mapp, 2002, 
Plevyak, 2003). 
 
Research Question 7 
What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement 
strengths/weaknesses among and between groups of teachers from different schools in 
the elementary-middle (5-6) schools? 
 
 Just as there were fewer significant relationships found between parent responses 
in k-4 elementary schools compared to 5-6 elementary-middle schools, there is an even 
more striking lack of significance in the perception of teachers in the 5-6 elementary-
middle schools as compared to the k-4 elementary schools. In fact, there was not a single 
significant calculated F-value developed when investigating the perceptions of 5-6 
elementary-middle school teachers as they related to the nine dimensions. As with parent 
ratings, this could be attributable to the fact that only two schools were being compared 
or that programming between the two schools is more consistent. 
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Research Question 8 
What, if any, are the differences in perceptions of parental involvement among and 
between groups of parents based on age, socio-economic status, and education level? 
 
 In the analysis for research question 8 the average parent score for each 
dimension was analyzed using a 3-factor ANOVA to determine the extent to which his or 
her score was impacted by their age, socio-economic status, education level, or the 
interaction between those variables. These analyses produced a total of 63 separate F-
values, of which only six were found to be significant. All six of the significant mean 
differences were associated with only two of the nine dimensions, school-home 
communication and the association of the school community. 
 Two of the significant mean differences were seen in the school-home 
communication dimension. These differences were seen in the variable that looked at the 
parent’s level of education and in the interaction between the parent’s level of education 
and the poverty level of the home. Interestingly, parents with lower levels of education 
provided higher mean ratings than did their counterparts with higher levels of education. 
This could indicate that more highly educated parents had a greater expectation for 
school-home communication than did parents with less education. No follow-up analysis 
could be completed for interactions dealing with poverty level because there were only 
two levels of response available for that variable. 
 Although the ninth dimension, association of the school community, showed no 
significant mean differences in any of the other research questions, there were four 
 115 
significant mean differences observed in this dimension related to the variables of age, 
poverty, and education. In fact, this dimension had significant mean differences for each 
of the three variables as well as for the interaction between the variables of poverty and 
education level. This dimension looked at issues related to how parents rated their 
association with their child’s school and with the parents of other children in their child’s 
classroom. For age, analysis indicated that younger parents felt that they were better 
connected to their child’s school community than did older parents. Parents who 
participated in the federal free/reduced lunch program also indicated that they were more 
closely associated to their school community. Also, parents with lower levels of 
education indicated a closer relationship with their school community. These results 
could indicate that parents who are older, have higher levels of education, and do not 
participate in the free/reduced lunch program have less time to associate with members of 
their school community than their peers because they spend more time working than do 
other parents. This finding is both supported and countered by the work of Davis-Kean 
and Eccles (2005), who report that parents with higher levels of education tend to be 
more involved in their children’s educational program, while working parents tend to 
have less time for involvement (p. 58).  
 
Limitations of Study 
 Although there was a large amount of data collected for analysis in this study, 
there are certain limitations that need to be acknowledged. The two significant limitations 
are related to the racial make-up of the Seneca Valley School District and the on-going 
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unsettled labor situation that the district was facing at the time this study was being 
conducted. 
 The Seneca Valley School District population is predominately Caucasian, with 
96.6% of survey respondents identifying themselves as being white. While this result is 
in alignment with data reported by the school district, race was not a variable that was 
addressed in this study. Finders and Lewis (1994) report that poor and non-Caucasian 
parents tend to be less involved in their children’s schools. Race, along with socio-
economic status, could have played a factor in how parents perceived their interactions 
with school staff, other parents, and educational programs and events. 
 At the time the survey instrument was administered the School District was 
entering into a time of unsettled labor relationships, causing a second possible limitation 
to the study. The contract under which the District’s teachers worked was about to expire 
and negotiations were not progressing. Representatives from the teacher’s union and the 
Board of School Directors were meeting, but the meetings were not productive. While 
public awareness of this situation was low during the spring of 2006, information was 
beginning to filter out to the community.  
At the start of the second year without a contract, the union threatened a work 
stoppage. In October of 2007 that threat became a reality and the teachers staged a five-
week strike. After the teachers returned to work in mid-November the district entered into 
non-binding arbitration, as required by law, in an effort to settle the dispute. Until the 
labor contract was settled in the winter of 2008, the teachers had been working for almost 
two full years without a contract. The growing awareness of the labor dispute at the time 
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this study was conducted could have impacted the relationships between teachers and 
parents and the perception that parents had on both their child’s teacher and the school 
district. 
 
Implications for Future Research 
 The results of this study create the possibility for several follow-up studies that 
could provide further information for the Seneca Valley School District in particular and 
provide the opportunity for results that lend themselves to a more general application. 
 To provide further information to the Seneca Valley School District, follow-up 
studies could be designed to explore the effect of race on parent perceptions and whether 
this variable may impact parent perceptions. Research could also look more specifically 
at the number of perceived barriers at each particular school based on any of the already 
identified variables and include the additional variables of race and socio-economic 
status. 
 An important follow-up study for the Seneca Valley School District would be to 
look at parent and teacher perceptions now that labor dispute has been settled. This 
information could be helpful in assisting the district as it works with parents and staff to 
move past the impact of the work-stoppage on community perceptions and relationships. 
 In order to provide for a more general application of study results, a pool of 
school districts that represented a broader range of racial and socio-economic populations 
could be examined. The methods and analysis applied in this study could then be applied 
to the larger and broader population to provide more general results. 
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 These suggested follow-up studies could provide a useful addition to the literature 
related to the topic of parental perceptions of their involvement in their child’s 
educational processes. 
 
Application of Findings 
 The information developed as a result of this study will prove to be very 
beneficial to the district as it can be used in the development of programs for both parents 
and teachers. One area of application that applies to both parents and teachers would be 
the development of training programs for both groups. These training programs would be 
focused on improving communication skills for both teachers and parent and providing 
tools for facilitating better meetings between parents and teachers as they work together 
to support student learning. Following the recommendation of Price (2002), these training 
programs could be developed by the guidance counselors at the schools because of their 
specific knowledge of student and family issues and their pre-service and on-going 
training that would support the development of this type of programming. 
 For teachers, these trainings would consist of a series of segments each having a 
separate focus. Segment topics would include communication skills, presentation of 
information, data collection and analysis, written communication, and partnering with 
parents. Each segment would be video-taped and made available as streaming video for 
use by teachers for individual review, induction groups, or faculty in-service activities.  
 Parents expressed a desire for more focus group type discussions as an 
opportunity for them to provide input and be more involved in the direction of the school 
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district. Based on this desire, it is recommended that the administration schedule regular 
meetings that would provide parents this opportunity. These meetings should be 
scheduled with both building and district level administrator involvement. Meetings 
could be either general in nature or focused on a particular topic, but should allow for 
open, honest communication between parents and administrators. Allowing parents to be 
part of the ongoing conversation that drives the direction of the school district could be 
very valuable to helping the school district move forward. 
 The involvement of parents in the educational programs of their children has been 
shown to have a significant impact on both student achievement and the family. While 
both educators and parents are accountable for the development of the partnership 
between the home and the school, teachers and school administrators have the greatest 
responsibility for opening the lines of communication and making schools and 
classrooms welcoming. By identifying and overcoming those factors that parents 
perceive to be barriers to their involvement in their child’s educational program, 
educators will have a significant positive impact on the future success of the children in 
their schools. The findings and recommendations of this study will allow the educators in 
the Seneca Valley School District to have that positive impact on the children in its 
community. 
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Appendix 1 
School Community Index Overview 
School Community Index 
Who Completed the Survey? 
 Number of Parents  
 Number of Teachers  
 Percent of Teachers 
 Percent of Students Reported on by Parents 
 Sex of Parents 
 Ethnic Group of Parents 
 Marital Status of Parents 
 Parent’s Number of Children 
 Parent’s Number of Children Living at Home 
 The Children’s Sex 
 The Children’s Year in School 
 
Parental Involvement 
 PTO Meetings Attended in Past Year 
 Served on Committee in Past Year 
 Classroom Volunteer in Past Year 
 Participated in Parent Education in Past Year 
 Attended Open House in Past Year 
 Attended Parent-Teacher Conference in Past 
Year 
 Parent Last Talked with Child’s Teacher 
 Parent Last Talked with Parent in Child’s 
Class 
 
Curriculum of the Home 
 Days Studied at Home in Past Week 
 Time Studied a Home on Typical Day 
 Study Place at Home 
 Study Habits 
 Days Read at Home in Past Week 
 Time Read at Home on Typical Day 
 Reading Habits 
 Parent-Child Talk About School Work 
 Parent-Child Talk About Child’s Reading 
 Parent-Child Talk About Parent’s Reading 
 Days Watched TV in Past Week 
 Time Watched TV on Typical Day 
 Parent-Child Last Visited Library 
 Parent-Child Last Visited Museum, Etc. 
Perceptions of Parents and Teachers 
 Roles of Parents and Teachers 
 Roles of Students 
 Studying and Homework 
 Character Development 
 Reading 
 Academic Development 
 School-Home Communication 
 Common Experience/School Climate 
 Association of School Community Members 
 
Needs Assessment 
 The Needs Assessment portion of this report is 
prepared from information provided by the 
principal on a Needs Assessment Survey.   
 The Needs Assessment explores ways in 
which parents are given an opportunity for 
involvement in the school. 
 
School Community Index: Summary 
 The School Community Index provides 
evidence of the strengths and 
accomplishments of your school 
community.   
 The School Community Index also raises 
questions and points to areas where 
improvement is needed.   
 
Threshold Analysis 
 Threshold Analysis is a way to summarize all 
the information in this report and plan 
actions that will strengthen the school 
community.   
 The goal of Threshold Analysis is to improve 
the school community and to communicate 
the successes.  The end result of this 
“continuous improvement” process is a 
better education for all students. 
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Appendix 2 
The School Community Survey 
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Appendix 3 
Permission to use School Community Survey 
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Appendix 4 
Additional Questions 
Seneca Valley School District 
Elementary Parent Involvement Survey 
 
Directions: Please answer the following questions. It is very important that you 
respond to question number 4. Return this sheet to school with your School 
Community Survey: Parents form.  Be sure to fill in the Form Number information 
at the bottom of this page. Thank you. 
 
Questions 1-3: Please mark the appropriate response. 
 
1. Age of adult completing this form: 
 
___ 24-33   ___ 34-43   ___ 44+ 
 
2. Education level of adult completing this form: 
 
___ Some High School or High School Graduate 
___ Some College or College Graduate 
___ Advanced Degree (Master’s, Doctorate, etc.) 
 
3. Is your family eligible to participate in the Federal Free/Reduced Lunch program? 
 
___ Yes   ___ No 
 
 
Please respond to the following question. 
 
4. Most parents and educators understand the importance of parents being involved in 
their child’s educational program at home and at school. However, occasionally there are 
circumstances that prevent this. What prevents you from being more involved in your 
child’s educational program? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Form Number: _________ 
(5-digit code from bottom of attached School Community Index form) 
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 Appendix 5 
Focus Group Discussion Questions 
The following are general questions that will be used to guide discussion during the focus 
group meetings. Other questions may be included as the discussion progresses. 
1. Please introduce yourself and tell us the age(s) and grade(s) of the child(ren) that 
you have in this school. 
2. Tell me how you interpret the phrase “parental involvement”. 
3. How are you currently involved in your child’s educational program? 
4. Are there other ways that you would like to be involved in your child’s 
educational program? 
5. What is stopping you from being involved in those activities? 
6. Parent responses to the School Community Index indicate that the following are 
areas of strength in the parental involvement program at this school, (identify top 
5 areas identified from the School Community Index). Would you describe these 
as areas of strength? Why? 
7. Parent responses to the School Community Index indicate that the following are 
areas of need in the parental involvement program at this school, (identify top 5 
areas identified from the School Community Index). Would you describe these as 
areas that need improvement? Why? 
8. What can the school do to improve in these areas? 
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Appendix 6 
Seneca Valley Board of School Directors 
(See section 4-A-5.) 
 
  Seneca Valley School 
District 
 
SCHOOL BOARD MEETING 
 
Seneca Valley Intermediate High School Auditorium  
 
MINUTES 
 
September 19, 2005 
 
 1. CALL TO ORDER - Mr. Berkebile called the meeting to order at 8:00 p.m. 
 
 A. Moment of Silence - The meeting was opened with a moment of silence. 
 
 B. Pledge of Allegiance - Mr. Berkebile led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 
 C. Roll Call - Roll call by Joan Rinaman, Board Secretary, showed the following 
Board members present:  Mr. Paul Adametz, Mr. Dean Berkebile, Mr. 
Kenneth Brennan, Mr. Anthony Evans, Mr. Robert Hill, Jr., Mr. William Paul, 
Mrs. Ann Reale, Mr. Anthony Storti, and Mr. Jeffrey Widdowson. 
 
  Others present included Dr. Donald Tylinski, Superintendent; Dr. Matthew 
McKinley, Assistant Superintendent Secondary; Mr. Lynn Stewart, Business 
Manager; Mr. Greg Caprara, Athletic Director; Mr. Ronald Lamneck, 
Buildings, Grounds, and Security Director; Mr. Jerome Straughter, Human 
Resources Coordinator; Mrs. Linda Andreassi, Communications Director; Mr. 
Jeffrey Fuller, Rowan Elementary Principal; Mr. Matthew Hoffman, Solicitor; 
Mr. Bob Hennessey, Turner Construction; visitors on enclosed list; and press 
representatives. 
 
 2. PUBLIC COMMENT 
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  Bob Ball, Dianne Rotz, and Mike O’Rourke spoke on behalf of the boys’ lacrosse 
club having access to the stadium turf for practice and games.  Each asked the 
Board to come up with a reasonable cost for using the field.  They also requested a 
donation to the club in succeeding years, similar to donation to the ice hockey 
club. 
 
 3. STUDENT COUNCIL REPORT - Evan Addams informed the Board of student 
council activities at the Senior High School such as the new sponsors, junior 
orientation, pep rally, Raider Tator, Raider Rag, leadership council, Katrina relief 
efforts, and homecoming festivities. 
 
 4. INFORMATION REPORTS 
 
 A. Superintendent  
 
 1. Dates to Remember - The following are upcoming district events: 
September 29 
September 30 
October 1 
November 8 
November 15-16 
Homecoming Parade, Stadium, 6:00 p.m. 
Homecoming Football Game, Stadium, 7:30 p.m. 
Homecoming Dances, Sr. High & SVIHS, 7:00 & 7:15 p.m.
Eileen Kimball speaking on Enhancing Sports Experience 
PDE Cyclical Monitoring of District Special Education 
Programs 
 
 2. Legislative  
 
 a. Act 72 Legislation - Mr. Brennan reported that the legislature was 
convening a special session regarding Act 72.   
 
 3. Hurricane Katrina Relief Efforts - Mrs. Andreassi provided the Board 
with a handout on District sponsored relief effort.  With two weeks to go, 
the district already raised $25,000. 
 
 4. Construction Manager’s Report - Mr. Hennessy updated the Board on the 
Senior High School addition and provided the latest schedule for the 
project. 
 
 5. Survey Request - Mr. Fuller asked the Board for permission to have a 
survey completed by teachers and parents in elementary and middle 
schools to assist in creating a staff development plan to improve student 
achievement. 
 
 B. Assistant Superintendents’ Reports  
 
 1. Grant Programs  
 a. Title I - Improving America’s Schools - Remedial Reading 
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 b. Title IIA - Improving Teacher Quality 
 c. Title IID - Educational Technology 
 d. Title III - Language Instruction for Limited English Proficient & 
Immigrant Students 
 e. Title IV - Drug Free Schools 
 f. Title V - Innovative Education 
 g. County Drug and Alcohol 
 
 C. Business/Finance Reports - Mr. Lynn Stewart 
 
 1. Budget Report - The budget report for July provided in the backup 
materials. 
 
 5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - Approve the minutes from the following meetings: 
 
 A. Work Session - August 1, 2005 
 B. Regular Meeting - August 8, 2005  
 C. Special Meeting - August 23, 2005  
 
Mr. Paul left the meeting at this time. 
 
 6. OPERATION REPORTS 
 
 A. Treasurer’s Report - The July 2005 treasurer’s report provided in backup. 
 
 B. Financial Reports - The following reports provided in backup: 
 
 1. Senior High Activities/Athletic Fund Reports  
 2. Intermediate High Activities Report  
 3. Middle School Report  
 4. Earned Income Tax Report  
 5. Tax Collector Report   
 6. Food Service Report  
 
 C. Agency Reports - President 
 
 1. Vo-Tech - There was nothing new to report. 
 2. I. U. IV - Next meeting scheduled for September 28. 
 3. Clarence Brown - First meeting scheduled for Thursday. 
 
Mr. Widdowson left the meeting at this time. 
 
 7. PAYMENT OF BILLS - Approve the General Fund bills provided in the backup 
totaling $2,436,300.62. 
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 8. CONSTRUCTION FUND BILLS - Approve the Construction Fund bills 
provided in the backup totaling $329,447.71. 
 
 9. ACTIVITIES FUND BILLS - Approve the Activities Fund bills provided in the 
agenda totaling $33,783.08. 
 
Mr. Hill motioned, seconded by Mr. Storti, to approve the minutes, financial reports, and 
payment of various bills as listed above.  Motion carried on a roll call vote with those 
present voting in the affirmative with Mr. Widdowson and Mr. Paul absent. 
 
 10. ACTION ITEMS 
 
 A. Administration  
 
 1. Conferences - Approve conferences.  
 
 2. Board Policies - Approve the following policies: 
 
 a. Public Attendance at School Events (#904), revised, adoption  
 b. Homebound Instruction (#117), revised, adoption  
 c. Anti-Fraud Programs and Procedures, new, 1st reading  
 
  Mr. Evans motioned, seconded by Mr. Storti, to approve the conferences and 
policies as listed above.  Motion carried on a roll call vote with those present 
voting in the affirmative with Mr. Widdowson and Mr. Paul absent. 
 
Mr. Paul and Mr. Widdowson returned to the meeting. 
 
 3. Lacrosse Stadium Usage - The Activities Committee met to discuss fees 
for the Boys’ Lacrosse club to use the stadium.  Their recommendation is 
model #3 of the handout.  The club’s request is model #1.  The 
administration proposal is Model #2.  Model #4 was suggested by Mr. 
Storti who was unable to make the Activities Committee meeting.  
Dr. Tylinski informed the Board that the administration would meet with 
Penn Power on Thursday to discuss a change on the demand charge at the 
stadium which may result in a lower per hour charge for the stadium 
lighting.   
 
  Before further discussion, Mr. Hill motioned, seconded by Mr. Brennan, for a 
Board vote with a yes vote signifying a wish to consider some future financial 
support and a no vote indicating no financial support.  Motion carried with 
those present voting in the affirmative except Mr. Adametz voting no. 
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  As the discussion continued on the various options, Mr. Hill motioned, 
seconded by Mr. Widdowson, to approve the following fees and conditions: 
 
 - set up a fee structure of a $25 fee per use of the turf field; 
 - pay for variable costs such as lighting, security, custodian, and 
administrative service fees as noted in Model #1B, not to exceed $10,000 
for year one; 
 - determine at budget time how much, if any, the Board would donate to all 
club sports, including boys’ lacrosse; 
 - understand that sanctioned varsity sports would have first preference in 
scheduling use of the facility. 
 
  Motion carried on a roll call vote with those present voting in the affirmative 
except Mrs. Reale and Mr. Berkebile voting no 
 
 B. Instruction  
 
 1. Band Trip - Approve Band trip to Virginia Beach on May 4, 5, and 6, 
2006, to compete in Fiesta-Val Music Festival competition at no cost to 
the district.  Students will miss classes on May 4 and 5.  
 
 2. Choral Trip - Approve Choral trip to Chicago on April 28 through May 1, 
2006, to compete in a national competition at no cost to the district.  
Students will miss classes on April 28 and May 1 (Friday and Monday).  
 
 3. Fireworks Contract - Approve contract with Pyrotecnico for fireworks at 
homecoming carnival.  Cost of $2,000 to be paid by Senior High School 
student council.   
 
 4. IU 27 Contract - Approve contract with Beaver Valley Intermediate Unit 
for special education services for the 2005-06 school year at a cost of 
$27,676 per year. 
 
 5. GRLS Title I Contract - Approve Title I agreement with Glade Run 
Lutheran Services for the 2005-06 school year. 
 
 6. Te@ch Grant - Approve submission of Best Buy Te@ch grant application 
for Haine Elementary School in the amount of $2,500. 
 
  Mrs. Reale motioned, seconded by Mr. Hill, to approve the band and choral 
trips, fireworks contract, education services contract, Title I agreement, and 
grant submission as listed above.  Motion carried on a roll call vote with those 
present voting in the affirmative. 
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 C. Business/Finances  
 
 1. Buildings and Grounds 
 
 a. Calviin Presbyterian Church Request - Approve use of facilities 
request for Senior High School auditorium and cafeteria from Calvin 
Presbyterian Church for October 23, 2005 from 7:30 a.m. to 12:30 
p.m. for congregation breakfast and morning church service to kickoff 
capital campaign. 
 
 b. SVJFA Request - Approve use of facilities request for Senior High 
School gymnasium from Seneca Valley Junior Football Association 
for October 9, 2005 to begin at 10:30 a.m. for cheer and dance 
competitions. 
 
 2. Portersville Christian School Contract - Approve transportation contract 
with Portersville Christian School for the 2005-06 and 2006-07 school 
years. 
 
 3. Durham School Services Contract - Approve transportation contract with 
Durham School Services for the 2005-06 school year. 
 
 4. Audit Report - Acknowledge report from the Department of the Auditor 
General’s office for the years ended June 30, 2002 and 2001. 
 
 5. Budget Transfers - Approve budget transfers.  
 
 6. Tax Exoneration - Approve exoneration of real estate tax to over-
assessment - $151.38  
 
  Mr. Paul motioned, seconded by Mr. Hill, to approve the facilities requests, 
transportation contracts, auditor’s report, budget transfers, and tax exoneration 
as listed above.  In answer to Mr. Paul’s question on cost for transportation 
contracts, Mr. Stewart replied that the contract includes an increase of the CPI 
index which is 3.3%.  Motion carried on a roll call vote with those present 
voting in the affirmative. 
 
 D. Personnel (Details provided in the backup materials.) 
 
 1. Resignations - Professional- Kimberly Ritchie, Kevin Smutko, Julie 
Greenawalt, Supplemental - Jeffrey Armstrong, Mike Grinder, Nicole 
Slade, Oliver Wiehe, Richard Geier; Classified Retirement - Carol 
Grosick; Classified - Karen Ponda, Andrea Strobel, Karen Wardlow, Dusti 
Lawton, Maureen McKay, Clara Garland. 
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 2. Appointments - Professional - Natalie Thomas, Kathy Sue Williamson; 
Long-Term Substitute - Tammy McKenry, Megan Majcher, Melanie 
Paholich, Lori Beth Yapel; day-to-day substitutes; Supplemental - Victor 
Giannotta, James Pyle, Rob Lombardo, Joseph Venasco, Michael Henry, 
Anthony Babusci, Todd Schoeffel, Megan Meeder, Anthony Clark, 
Amanda Boyd, Charles Shearer, Christopher Brown, Oliver Wiehe, 
Richard Geier, Justin DeWitt, Thomas Donati, Maria Misenhelter, Alvin 
Mullet, David Gerrich, Kenneth Cahall III, John Perry, David Smolinski, 
Al Smith, Wayne Roccia, Robert Naylor, Donald Faust, Joe Montalbano, 
Cheryl Zorich, Amy Lehman, Cynthia Elek-Mayer, Joseph Mayer, Varden 
Armstrong, Aaron Magill; Transfer - Jessica Kish; Classified - Roxan 
Boyd, Charmaine Pearson, Rene Fetter, Julie Goerl, Debra Grosick, Tracy 
Schmitt, Beth Marraccini, Linda Bishop, Janice DeHart, Julie Rieg, day-
to-day classified substitutes. 
 
 3. Leaves - Leslie Miller, Stacie Johnson, Laureen Trovato. 
  
 4. Information 
 
 a. Intent to Retire (conclusion of 2005-06 school year) 
  - Barbara Thompson - Secondary  
  - Wayne Roccia - Elementary  
    
 b. Alison Schuster - Tenure at conclusion of 2004-05 school year 
 
  c. Mary McConaughy completing principal internship during 2005-06      
  school year. 
 
  Mr. Hill motioned, seconded by Mrs. Reale, to approve the resignations, 
appointments, and leaves as listed above.  Motion carried on a roll call vote 
with those present voting in the affirmative. 
 
 11. COMMUNICATIONS - The following communications received and provided in 
backup materials: 
 
 A. Debbie Dilliplaine  
 B. Dianne Rotz  
 C. Dean McMillan  
 D. Ted Deitch  
 E. Mike O’Rourke  
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 12. ADJOURNMENT - With nothing further to come before the Board, Mr. Hill 
motioned, seconded by Mr. Widdowson to adjourn the meeting at 9:44 p.m.  
Motion carried on a voice vote with those present voting in the affirmative. 
 
 13. EXECUTIVE SESSION - Personnel and legal matters were discussed in 
executive session. 
 
 
Mr. Dean Berkebile, Board President 
 
 
Mrs. Joan Rinaman, Board Secretary 
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Appendix 7 
Letters from School Principals 
Connoquenessing Valley Elementary School 
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Evans City Elementary School 
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Haine Elementary School 
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Rowan Elementary School 
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Evans City Middle School 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Haine Middle School 
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Appendix 8 
Consent Form: Parent Focus Groups 
This page should appear on Duquesne University letterhead from your academic 
unit.  It is the page that will be stamped with IRB approval. 
 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY 
 
TITLE:    School Based Barriers to Parental Involvement 
 
INVESTIGATOR:   Jeffrey A. Fuller; (724) 452-6040, (724) 452-5092  
 
ADVISOR: (if applicable:)  This study is being completed in fulfillment of a  
     Doctorate in Education degree from Duquesne  
     University.  
Dr. Jean Higgins, Dissertation Committee Chair 
 
SOURCE OF SUPPORT: This research is not funded. 
 
PURPOSE: This study will seek to identify the school-based 
barriers to parental involvement as they are 
perceived by parents and teachers and suggest 
topics for staff development that may help a school 
to overcome those perceived barriers.     
 
YOUR PARTICIPATON: You will be asked to participate in a focus group 
discussion that is being led by the investigator. This 
focus group will take place in a school setting and 
will last approximately one hour.  
                                                              
RISKS AND BENEFITS: There are no known risks beyond those of everyday 
life based on your participation in this focus group 
discussion. A potential benefit from your 
participation is the development of an improved 
parental involvement program in the Seneca Valley 
School District. 
 
COMPENSATION: You will not be compensated for participating in 
this focus group discussion. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY: The information that is developed from your 
participation in this focus group discussion will be 
used to add depth and support to the data collected 
on the School-Community Index survey instrument 
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that parents at your child’s school were asked to 
complete in May 2006. Any direct quote utilized in 
reporting the outcome of this focus group 
discussion will be attributed by grade level and 
school only. No individual names will be used in 
the reporting of information from this focus group 
discussion. 
 
RIGHT TO WITHDRAW: You may withdraw from the study at any time and 
may choose to withdraw any comments that you 
have made prior to your withdrawal from the focus 
group discussion.  If you wish to withdraw from 
participation in the focus group discussion and 
withdraw any comments that you have made, 
simply notify the investigator at any time. 
 
SUMMARY OF RESULTS: A summary of the results of the research project 
will be provided to the principal of each school. 
Focus group participants will be provided a 
summary of the results if they so desire. 
 
VOLUNTARY CONSENT: I have read the above statements and understand 
what is being requested of me.  I also understand 
that my participation is voluntary and that I am free 
to withdraw my consent at any time, for any reason.  
On these terms, I certify that I am willing to 
participate in this research project. 
  
                                                            I understand that should I have any further 
questions about my participation in this study, I 
may call Dr. Paul Richer,  Chair of the Duquesne 
University Institutional Review Board (412-396-
6326). 
 
                                                            Please feel free to contact me if you have any 
questions about this study or your participation in it. 
I can be reached at (724) 452-6040 or via email at 
fullerj@svsd.net 
 
SIGNATURES:                                 Both the researcher and subject should sign, and 
each should hold a copy with original signatures. 
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__________________________________    __________________ 
Participant's Signature      Date 
 
 
__________________________________    __________________ 
Researcher's Signature      Date 
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Appendix 9 
Demographics 
DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
  Total Missing Valid HMS ECMS CVE ECE HES RES   
PSchool 1672 0 1672 14.8 15.8 19.0 14.4 13.8 22.2   
                      
  Total Missing Valid K 1 2 3 4 5 6 
St1Year 1672 0 1672 10.0 13.0 15.0 15.5 15.9 13.8 16.7
                      
  Total Missing Valid M F           
ParentSex 1672 19 1653 10.6 89.4           
                      
  Total Missing Valid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7+ 
NumChildren 1672 14 1658 10.5 48.9 28.6 9.7 1.8 0.4 0.1
                      
  Total Missing Valid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7+ 
ChildrenHome 1672 23 1649 11.6 50.6 28.0 8.5 0.9 0.1 0.2
                      
  Total Missing Valid Married Separated Divorced Widowed 
Never 
Married     
MaritalStatus 1672 24 1648 89.0 2.3 6.4 0.3 2.0     
                      
  Total Missing Valid White Black Hispanic Asian/Pac       
EthnicGrp 1672 24 1648 96.6 1.0 0.7 1.7       
                      
  Total Missing Valid 24-33 34-43 44+         
Age 1672 149 1523 10.2 66.4 23.4         
                      
  Total Missing Valid Some/HS College Advanced         
Education 1672 150 1522 12.5 70.1 17.3         
                      
  Total Missing Valid Yes No           
Poverty 1672 158 1514 6.5 93.5           
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Appendix 10 
Parent/Teacher Strengths and Weaknesses 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 1 AND 2 - K-6 Teacher and Parent Greatest 
Strengths/Weaknesses 
Parents Total Missing Valid
% 
A/SA  Teachers Total Missing Valid 
% 
A/SA
Q1 1672 10 1662 76.4  Q1 211 1 210 61.4
Q2 1672 5 1667 79.2  Q2 211 0 211 54.5
Q3 1672 12 1660 50.7  Q3 211 1 210 51.4
Q4 1672 13 1659 65.9  Q4 211 2 209 82.8
Q5 1672 9 1663 66.1  Q5 211 0 211 64.5
Q6 1672 12 1660 63.6  Q6 211 1 210 69.6
Q7 1672 8 1664 95.2  Q7 211 0 211 97.2
Q8 1672 4 1668 97.8  Q8 211 2 209 96.6
Q9 1672 8 1664 83.1  Q9 211 0 211 86.8
Q10 1672 14 1658 86.1  Q10 211 1 210 90.5
Q11 1672 8 1664 83.0  Q11 211 1 210 86.7
Q12 1672 13 1659 75.9  Q12 211 0 211 84.4
Q13 1672 17 1655 37.9  Q13 211 3 208 67.8
Q14 1672 5 1667 97.7  Q14 211 0 211 93.9
Q15 1672 8 1664 89.0  Q15 211 2 209 87.6
Q16 1672 2 1670 91.1  Q16 211 0 211 92.9
Q17 1672 18 1654 49.3  Q17 211 1 210 49.5
Q18 1672 12 1660 35.1  Q18 211 1 210 40.9
Q19 1672 8 1664 80.2  Q19 211 1 210 86.2
Q20 1672 11 1661 90.7  Q20 211 0 211 97.2
Q21 1672 6 1666 94.0  Q21 211 1 210 93.8
Q22 1672 5 1667 65.8  Q22 211 1 210 79.0
Q23 1672 13 1659 76.3  Q23 211 0 211 85.3
Q24 1672 7 1665 87.0  Q24 211 0 211 85.8
Q25 1672 7 1665 90.3  Q25 211 1 210 97.6
Q26 1672 10 1662 70.5  Q26 211 4 207 78.8
Q27 1672 9 1663 83.6  Q27 211 2 209 94.8
Q28 1672 14 1658 77.3  Q28 211 3 208 52.9
Q29 1672 11 1661 59.9  Q29 211 0 211 86.8
Q30 1672 8 1664 71.1  Q30 211 2 209 69.9
Q31 1672 5 1667 82.5  Q31 211 0 211 83.5
Q32 1672 7 1665 88.9  Q32 211 0 211 98.1
Q33 1672 4 1668 88.5  Q33 211 1 210 96.7
Q34 1672 8 1664 59.3  Q34 211 1 210 72.8
Q35 1672 11 1661 76.2  Q35 211 1 210 93.3
Q36 1672 33 1639 61.9  Q36 211 2 209 85.1
Q37 1672 6 1666 62.1  Q37 211 0 211 88.1
Q38 1672 5 1667 65.6  Q38 211 2 209 89.4
Q39 1672 8 1664 65.9  Q39 211 3 208 95.2
Q40 1672 7 1665 82.4  Q40 211 1 210 83.4
Q41 1672 9 1663 85.1  Q41 211 4 207 78.3
Q42 1672 17 1655 87.3  Q42 211 2 209 97.6
Q43 1672 12 1660 6.4  Q43 211 6 205 8.8
Q44 1672 8 1664 73.9  Q44 211 1 210 97.6
Q45 1672 4 1668 93.2  Q45 211 3 208 99.1
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Q46 1672 3 1669 72.8  Q46 211 0 211 94.3
Q47 1672 8 1664 66.2  Q47 211 1 210 65.7
Q48 1672 5 1667 87.3  Q48 211 0 211 91.0
Q49 1672 7 1665 81.5  Q49 211 0 211 92.0
Q50 1672 3 1669 82.2  Q50 211 1 210 79.0
Q51 1672 4 1668 71.6  Q51 211 0 211 90.5
Q52 1672 3 1669 97.6  Q52 211 0 211 60.2
Q53 1672 3 1669 95.4  Q53 211 0 211 76.8
Q54 1672 3 1669 89.6  Q54 211 0 211 89.6
Q55 1672 4 1668 97.0  Q55 211 0 211 95.8
Q56 1672 7 1665 91.2  Q56 211 5 206 92.3
Q57 1672 7 1665 86.4  Q57 211 4 207 90.3
Q58 1672 6 1666 63.1  Q58 211 1 210 82.3
Q59 1672 9 1663 68.4  Q59 211 2 209 94.2
Q60 1672 7 1665 35.5  Q60 211 3 208 55.8
Q61 1672 6 1666 86.3  Q61 211 2 209 83.7
Q62 1672 6 1666 75.0  Q62 211 2 209 80.3
Q63 1672 7 1665 68.9  Q63 211 1 210 94.3
Q64 1672 10 1662 24.2  Q64 211 2 209 46.0
Q65 1672 5 1667 56.4  Q65 211 3 208 69.7
  
Valid % >85.0 = 
Strength      
Valid % <40.0 = 
Weakness   
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Appendix 11 
Ranking of Parent/Teacher Responses 
No. Item Parent Ranking 
Teacher 
Ranking 
1 The opinions of parents/teachers really count 34 56 
2 Parents/Teachers have ample opportunity to voice their opinions 32 59 
3 Parents/Teachers are included in making important decisions at the school 59 61 
4 Parents/Teachers can make a real difference in the way the school runs 48 41 
5 Programs are provided for parents/teachers to assist them in their role in their children's/students' education 47 55 
6 Parents/Teachers know exactly what the school expects of them 52 52 
7 Students are encouraged to do their best 6 6.5 
8 Students are expected to behave properly 1 9 
9 Students receive help when they need it 25 30.5 
10 Students know exactly what is expected of them 22 24 
11 A wide range of activities is offered for students 26 32 
12 All students are encouraged to participate in activities 37 37 
13 Students are taught how to study 61 53 
14 Students are expected to complete their homework on time 2 16 
15 Parents are expected to see that their children complete their homework 14 29 
16 Teachers regularly assign homework 10 19 
17 The school has a homework policy 60 62 
18 Homework practices are fairly consistent from teacher to teacher 63 64 
19 Homework is very important at the school 31 33 
20 Students are treated with respect 11 6.5 
21 Students are taught to behave respectfully and responsibly 7 17 
22 Discipline at the school is consistent and fair 50 44.5 
23 Students generally treat each other with respect 35 35 
24 Students generally treat teachers with respect 19 34 
25 Most teachers are models of respectful and responsible behavior 12 3.5 
26 Most parents are models of respectful and responsible behavior 43 48 
27 Teachers encourage students to read for pleasure 24 12 
28 Parents encourage their children to read for pleasure 33 60 
29 Teachers teach students how to read to master material 56 30.5 
30 The school library or learning center is a place children like to spend time 42 50 
31 The school library or learning center is well-stocked with books for students 27 39 
32 The importance of reading is stressed 15 2 
33 Students get a solid grounding in basic skills and subjects 16 8 
 159 
34 Students have the opportunity to learn more about topics of interest to them 57 49 
35 Students are well-prepared for the challenges of each new grade or course level 36 18 
36 Students that graduate from this school are well-prepared for the challenges that lie ahead of them 55 36 
37 All students are sufficiently challenged to learn the most they can 54 28 
38 All students are helped to learn the most they can 51 27 
39 Teachers contact parents to discuss their children's academic progress 49 11 
40 Parents contact teachers to discuss their children's academic progress 28 40 
41 If a teacher has a concern about a child, the parents will listen and help 23 46 
42 If a parent has a concern about a child, the teachers will listen and help 18 5 
43 Teachers visit the homes of students 65 65 
44 Teachers talk with parents on the telephone 39 3.5 
45 Teachers communicate with parents by e-mail or written notes 8 1 
46 Teachers let parents know good their children have done 40 13 
47 Parents let teachers know when their children have benefited from their teaching 46 54 
48 Parents feel welcome when they visit the school 17 22 
49 The office staff greets visitors warmly 30 21 
50 Administrators in the school are helpful 29 44.5 
51 The support staff at the school - custodians, clerks, cafeteria staff - seem to care about the students 41 23 
52 The school building is kept clean 3 57 
53 The school building is in good repair and is well-maintained 5 47 
54 Teachers seem to enjoy teaching at this school 13 26 
55 The school is safe and orderly 4 10 
56 Students are proud to be at this school 9 20 
57 Parents are happy their children are enrolled a this school 20 25 
58 Teachers at the school know each other well 53 42 
59 Teachers are generally supportive of each other 45 15 
60 Most parents know most of the other parents in their children's classes 62 58 
61 Most parents know their children's teachers 21 38 
62 Most teachers know their students' parents 38 43 
63 Students are encouraged to help one another 44 14 
64 Students are routinely used to tutor other students 64 63 
65 Adult volunteers are routinely used in the school to help students learn 58 51 
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Appendix 12 
Table of Means ( X ) and Standard Deviations (sd) 
Dimension x Grade Level 
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 
X  X  X  X  X  X  X  
Dimension 
(sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) 
3.72 3.59 3.58 3.58 3.67 3.60 3.56 
1 
(.59100) (.64931) (.67093) (.67838) (.63673) (.63119) (.71797) 
4.09 4.12 4.10 4.05 4.02 3.99 4.03 
2 
(.52405) (.55878) (.49994) (.50179) (.53411) (.51868) (.57676) 
3.55 3.72 3.81 3.67 3.68 3.74 3.80 
3 
(.45900) (.49438) (.47103) (.49713) (.49512) (.51519) (.52854) 
3.97 3.97 3.91 3.94 3.91 3.84 3.86 
4 
(.50493) (.56626) (.51021) (.45283) (.50434) (.53954) (.56845) 
3.94 4.05 3.99 3.86 3.86 3.75 3.73 
5 
(.51865) (.52945) (.54003) (.51541) (.52744) (.56868) (.54477) 
3.77 3.72 3.70 3.61 3.62 3.63 3.60 
6 
(.56539) (.62668) (.59083) (.62271) (.62536) (.63649) (.66927) 
3.81 3.71 3.64 3.59 3.60 3.54 5.53 
7 
(.46646) (.54664) (.50851) (.51787) (.52884) (.51180) (.59255) 
4.13 4.13 4.08 4.07 4.05 3.93 4.01 
8 
(.44586) (.54628) (.46619) (.47727) (.51183) (.55560) (.50468) 
3.70 3.66 3.56 3.59 3.58 3.41 3.48 
9 
(.46739) (.52239) (.47608) (.43977) (.48356) (.55188) (.52357) 
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Appendix 13 
Table of Means ( X ) and Standard Deviations (sd) 
Dimension x School 
CVE ECE HES RES ECMS HMS 
Parent Teacher Parent Teacher Parent Teacher Parent Teacher Parent Teacher Parent Teacher 
X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  
Dimension 
(sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) 
3.69 3.82 3.55 2.93 3.65 3.41 3.59 3.43 3.62 3.38 3.54 3.35 1 (.65406) (.86451) (.63757) (.89044) (.61831) (.71157) (.67264) (.64362) (.69637) (.76667) (.66298) (.76011) 
4.14 4.32 3.99 4.06 4.11 4.20 4.07 4.25 4.06 4.36 3.96 4.33 2 
(.51762) (.57287) (.55311) (.78708) (.51659) (.47466) (.51659) (.61016) (.52572) (.45900) (.57038) (.64081) 
3.70 3.83 3.66 3.64 3.77 3.79 3.66 3.91 3.79 3.86 3.76 3.95 3 
(.51328) (.54964) (.50531) (.61631) (.47539) (.47163) (.46535) (.48236) (.53990) (.48189) (.50723) (.58211) 
3.95 4.14 3.83 3.85 3.97 4.08 3.98 4.05 3.89 4.20 3.81 4.18 4 
(.51453) (.42999) (.45646) (.63395) (.53879) (.45412) (.50334) (.55128) (.52432) (.55532) (.58123) (.59476) 
4.03 4.19 3.86 3.91 4.02 4.15 3.85 4.03 3.77 3.64 3.71 3.93 5 
(.50284) (.49537) (.53393) (.49071) (.53430) (.44229) (.52965) (.45323) (.54633) (.48696) (.56308) (.52071) 
3.74 4.13 3.58 3.91 3.78 4.11 3.62 4.09 3.69 3.91 3.54 4.03 6 
(.63480) (.61768) (.60181) (.39289) (.54603) (.45396) (.62121) (.50636) (.64987) (.48696) (.65080) (.62013) 
3.70 3.91 3.64 3.68 3.73 4.01 3.59 3.98 3.48 3.91 3.58 3.81 7 
(.48183) (.44846) (.48945) (.37705) (.55205) (.41575) (.54700) (.36304) (.55847) (.39979) (.55119) (.34791) 
4.17 4.24 3.99 3.81 4.24 3.99 3.99 4.08 4.02 4.08 3.93 3.94 8 
(.50298) (.60057) (.44762) (.63892) (.43522) (.45180) (.50984) (.39171) (.50962) (.46151) (.54422) (.52536) 
3.61 3.77 3.57 3.69 3.69 3.89 3.59 3.92 3.47 3.65 3.43 3.72 9 
(.49639) (.44776) (.46011) (.47386) (.47780) (.41651) (.47486) (.47598) (.53876) (.50978) (.53547) (.53777) 
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Appendix 14 
Table of Means ( X ) and Standard Deviations (sd) 
Question 8: Dimension x Age, Socio-Economic Status, and Education Level 
 
 
Age SES Education 
24 – 33 34 – 43 44+ Yes No HS College Advanced
X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  
Dimension 
(sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) (sd) 
3.68 3.60 3.59 3.67 3.60 3.70 3.60 3.57 
1 
(.60524) (.63741) (.71058) (.63494) (.65350) (.59438) (.65963) (.65868) 
4.06 4.06 4.04 4.07 4.05 4.12 4.05 4.01 
2 
(.50213) (.52593) (.55127) (.49259) (.53197) (.45759) (.52430) (.52942) 
3.82 3.71 3.69 3.87 3.71 3.84 3.71 3.66 
3 
(.44804) (.48664) (.53539) (.53352) (.49156) (.50425) (.48437) (.52254) 
3.95 3.92 3.66 3.95 3.91 3.95 3.90 3.94 
4 
(.55251) (.49784) (.51780) (.53985) (.51396) (.56096) (.50671) (.51625) 
4.01 3.88 3.80 4.00 3.86 3.98 3.87 3.81 
5 
(.51489) (.53853) (.56929) (.59853) (.54145) (.53160) (.54121) (.56641) 
3.72 3.65 3.62 3.75 3.64 3.75 3.64 3.62 
6 
(.61401) (.60177) (.68682) (.60632) (.62483) (.59853) (.63446) (.59460) 
3.74 3.61 3.57 3.63 3.61 3.65 3.61 3.59 
7 
(.55981) (.51428) (.53742) (.64407) (.51740) (.54311) (.52299) (.52739) 
4.12 4.05 4.05 4.14 4.05 4.14 4.05 4.04 
8 
(.46192) (.47299) (.58873) (.48840) (.50221) (.49242) (.49743) (.52117) 
3.70 3.57 3.48 3.67 3.48 3.64 3.56 3.49 
9 
(.51518) (.47497) (.52563) (.55181) (.52563) (.50503) (.48521) (.51579) 
